E Copies of Letters The following pages contain reproductions of the letters and comments recerved, dunng
Recerved from Federal  the public comment period, from Federal agencies, elected officials, and Indian tribes
Agencies, Elected

Officials, and Indian

Tribes

& 1
LT

Public Comrmment on the Draft EIS and Forest Service Response vV -67



NEW. GOLOSCHMIDT

(=T L0 )
QOFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
STATE CAPITOL
SALEM OREGON 87310 1347
December 14, 1987
Chuck Graham

Acting Forest Supervisor
Malheur National Forest
139 NE Dayton Street
John Day, OR 97845

Dear Mr, Graham

Active panticipation 1n federal forest planrung 1s a high priority for all Oregontans It s
essental that the hopes, needs and 1deas of Oregonsans be mcorporated mio these unportant
resource plans In that context, tius letter provides the State of Oregon’s comments on the
Malheur National Forest Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and Proposed Land
and Resource Management Plan (LRMP)

It 1s unperative to the State of Oregen that alf federal land management plans be
environmentally sound and provide stable, predictable supplies of commodities and
amenities The state depends upon the Malheur National Forest for resources critical to
Oregon’s economy and environment These lands provide a sigmificant share of the
employment in Grant and Hamey counties and of the revenues accruing to these counties
In addition, the Forest contams critical watersheds and big game habntats, anadromous fish
streams such a5 the John Day River and s inbutanes, wildemess areas and recredtion sites,
and 15 the home of a multitude of wildlife species

The State's objectives for the management of the Malheur Nattonal Forest are twofold [)
that these lands be managed 1n an environmentaily sound manner so that future generations
have the same opportunities we do to enjoy the bounty the linds can provade, and 2) that
these lands produce the flow of economic benefits that they have tradiionally provided
Our comiments here focus on evaluating your resource management planmng from these
perspectives

All affected State agencies have reviewed the DEIS and LRMP  In addition, we held a
public meeting w John Day to hear, from the public, what 1ssues relative to the proposed
Plan were of special interest  Tius letter and the detailed agency attachments highlight the
State of Oregon’s questions, concemns, and reconunendations on these documents Please
constder them m development of your Final Environmental Statement

Before sending this letter and the detadled agency comments to yoi, we made them available
:‘lt:;fpublic review. We received numerous letters advocating that the State take positions on
erent issues and also many substantive letters suggesting improvements.

Three comments we received deserve special mention: 1) Distress over our inadequate
attention to the anadromous fishery in the John Day River dramnage, We have made
numerous additions to this Ietter to overcome that problem 2) Worry that our request for the
Forest to take 2 longer look at unevenaged management and growing bigger ponderosa pine
trees, 1f implemented, could cause a significant decline in the harvest level. We are only
requesting information here so we can assess the trade-offs. We are not recommending any
particular policy 3) Concern that our criticism of the elk habitat model could cause the
Forest to switch to a modei that assumes less compatibdity with timber production. The
Malheur has selected, without explanation, a habitat capabulity model different from the type
chosen on surrounding forests and one that takes a simpler view of the determinants of elk
habutat than recommended by the State Department of Fish and Wikdlife. Since the Forest is
somewhat out-of-step, we feel it should esther justify its approach or use a more
conventional one.

Also, your Forest graciously sent us corrections to our comments, 'We have considered
them, the three points made above, and the many other suggestions we received on
unproving our comments when we produced the letter that follows.

THE STATE RESPONSE

We realize the tremendous effort that went inte construction of the DEIS and LRMP and we
appreciate your staff's help to us as we reviewed these documents over the last few months,
The State of Oregon, however, cannot support any of the alternatives in the DEIS because
they appear grounded on analyucal assumptions that seem questionable and they do not
fully provide the wnformation that we believe is needed to make a reasoned decision.

With your help, we plan to construct our own State altemative for your Forest. We had
hoped to do this during the comment period, but our difficulties with the analytical models
that you employed and the data gaps that exist preclude our constriction of that aliemative
now We still plan to construct a State altemative in the future and view thig letter as a
vehicle to help you understand our difficulties with your analysis and the addutional data
about your Forest that we need

The rest of tlug letter highlights the analytical problems and information needs uncovered by
our State agencies In outlining the problems that they uncovered, we want to emphasize
that we wish to work with you tn a cooperative manner to resolve the difficulties described
here Beoth the Federal Plans Coordinator and the agency contacts mentioned on the
attached listing are willing to discuss these comments further and meet with you to explain
our suggestions for clanfication and improvement and to clear up any musunderstandings
that we may have of your planning documents

We have organized our comments on your DEIS and LRMP nto s1x major sections: A)
development of allematives, B) estunation of resource effects, C) esumatton of economic
effects, D} standards and guidelines for plan unplementation, E} monuoring of plan
activitics and effects, and F) other constderations
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A. Development of Alternatives

We are concemed that the Malheur’s development of altematives may have been unduly
restricuive and may have overemphasized the conflicts between commodities, amenities
and environmental protection  We feel that a wider range of choice and choices that
ncrease the compatibility of different land uses could be exanuned for four major outputs
produced on the Forest 1) umber, 2) livestock forage, 3) minerals, and 4) anadromous fish

1. Tunber Production

Wood processing based on tumber harvested from the Malheur National Forest provides the
overwhelinmng majority of manufacturing employment in Grant and Harney counties and a
major portion of these counties'’ budgets A resource management plan that maintains this
tlow of econotmie benefits from tumber production 1s a high prionty for the State’s
mvolvement 1n planning for your Forest

The Malheur's alternatives are predicated on the widespread use of evenaged sifvicultural
techniques for umber production across the Forest, These techniques will result in a
fundamental change in the vegetative composttion of the Forest and its visual character
over the next few decades People throughout Central Oregon have requested that the
national forests there consider unevenaged management more seriously and
comprehensively than has occurred 1n the issuance of DEIS's  As a result, two nearby
national forests, the Deschutes and Ochoco, have undertaken a substantial reconsideration
of the potential for unevenaged management on thewr forests We request that the Malheur
undertake the same reevaluation,

Embedded wn the preferred alternative is the Malheur’s decision to emphasize the
management of climax species, such as the true firs, over early successional species on the
mixed comifer sites that make up much of the Forest On sites where ponderosa pme
currently exists as a natural, and often dominant, component of these stands, this decision
has significant social, economuc, and environmental impacts that have not been fully
addressed i the DBIS Many State agency comments including the Oregon State Forestry
Depantment (OSFD), the Economic Development Department (EDD), and the State
Economist express distress over the possibility of losing ponderosa pine as a predominant
spectes on the Malheur,

Ponderosa pine gives local primary and secondacy manufacturers thewr competitive edge m
the wood products industry In adduon, mamntaiung ponderosa pine should reduce losses
to defoliating insects and root and bole diseases, and 15 a prized home for many wildlife
species.

The Malheur should more closely exanune opportuntties to maintain the high quality
ponderosa pie component of its timber sale program throughout the planning horizon
High quality pine does not necessanly mean old growthpme  Intensive forest
management methods and emerging technology in such areas as pruning, and the
unevenaged management mentioned above, should be considered 1o allow sustaned
production of clear-boled, insect resistant ponderosa pine with diameters approaching 20
inches m rotation ages close to 100 years. Such production potentially could provide a
continuing forest industry i forest setting that would maintain the unique character of the
Malheur National Forest,

Mamntenance of the visual appearance of the Forest along major travel routes 13 an important
objective for the Forest Plan, but it 1 equally important that this objective be systematically
varied between alternatives so that the benefits and costs of its attainment ate revealed
Because the Malheur retains a simadar level and method of visual protection across most
alternatives, the chorces seem unduly restrictive. We suggest you constder varymng the
visual objectives more substantially between alternatives, and develop at least one
altemnative that does not contamn discretionary visual objectives Please see the comments of
QOSFD and the Division of Parks and Recreation for more detads

2. Lavestock Forage

As detailed in the DEIS and LRMP, the economuc viability of the ranches surrounding the
Malheus 15, In most cases, contigent on avaulability of forage from the Forest The nearby
cow/calf ranchung operations have for generations utilized these public lands as summer
pasture, with home ranch properties devoted to itrigated hay production during the summer
months for winter feed A change in forage availability from the Malheur could have a
signtficant effect on local ranches and stabiity of local communities

For these reasons, our Department of Agriculture views with some concemn the proposed
reduction 1n permutted animal umt months contatned in the draft Forest Plan  Whle the
reductions proposed are not large, they could serve to stiflc future growth in the ranching
industry, a major contnibutor 1o the lecal economy

The supposition that pernutted grazing must be reduced over the life of the plan to facilitate
restoration of substandard niparian areas needs more justification  We support restoration
of riparian areas as a high prierity of the Forest Plan, and we understand that specific
ripartan areas may requure reduced grazing or exclusion of livestock for a period of time to
promote recovery of these important resources The Department of Agriculture believes
that these practices, tm addition to changes in grazing management, can tmprove riparian
area conditions while simultaneously providing increases mn forage. Also, the Departiment
believes that development of watering facilities away from streams, placing salt and
minerals away from riparian areas, and fencing to provide seasonal exclusion can also help
tnprove riparian conditions

3. Minerals

The Malheur National Forest 1s currently the site of active exploration of a wide vanety of
valuable munerals In addition the Department of Geology and Mmeral Industnies
(DOGAMI} has ongoing studies in the area of bentonite, Limestone, tale, and zeolite whose
production could impact the Forest Given the potential importance of munerals from the
Forest, the DEIS and LRMP appear o lack the comprehensive inventory and analysis
needed to support decisions about these resources  While the metallic mineral coverage i
Appendix F 15 excellent, 1t 15 not well integrated into the DEIS and LRMP and these
documents also lack inventory data on sndustrial and construction mumerals In addutzon,
only one of the 10 altematives in the DEIS (altemative B) Lists how the altematives would
affect mneral production, and a discussion of potential revenue from future muneral
roduction seems almost wholly lacking. We request that the Forest consider munerals as an
integral part of each alternative and highhight theur potential outputs, revenucs, and costs
more fully in the DEIS and LRMP, Please see the comments of DOGAMI for more detalls



4. The Iohn Ray Eishery

The John Day River system may contain the most important anadromous fishery in Bastemn
Oregon It supports one of the few remaining runs of wild spring chinook salmon in the
Columbia Basin and also substantial surnmer steelhead runs. Because of the relatively
small number of obstacles that the fish encounter on their way to and from the Pacific, the
niver system will always be a major source of Columbia Basin salmon and steelhead.

In addition, the Northwest Power Planning Couneil is undertaking extensive efforis to
rebuild the runs of Columbia basin tributaries, emphasizing the preservation and restoration
of natural spawning runs, In keeping with that goal, many thousands of dollars from the
Bonneville Power Administration are being spent on your Forest to construct hundreds of
wnstream structures for fish habitat improvement  All of these factors support special
recognition of the John Day anadromous fishery

Maintenance and enhancement of the John Day fishery must be a central focus of the
Malheur Forest Plan To do this, all facets of management should be systematrcally
exammined Included in this discussion should be management choices for protection of
ripanan areas during logging and livestack grazing (as discussed above), alternative road
butlding schemes, and different types and levels of mstream investment. In all cases, this
discussion should cover the predicted outputs and associated benefits and costs In this
analysis, special attention should be paid to documenting stream temperature and
scgimcntauon effects of activities and to practices that will reduce both temperature and
sediment,

B, Resource Effects

Many types of information needed to understand the amenities produced and to estimate the
envirorimental impacts incurred in your proposed Forest Plan, and the altematives to 1t, are
not presented mn the DEIS or are based on models that our State agencies feel make
questionable assumptions We have highlighted hese some of the major difficulties and
wnformation needs that our State agencies found in review of your Plan More detailed
discussions can be found in agency comments, especially those of the Oregon Department
of Fish and Wildhfe (ODFW), the Water Resources Department, and Depariment of
Environmental Quality (DEQ) We have divided our discussion nto five parts: 1) fish and
wildlife, 2) stream flow; 3) water and air quality; 4) dispersed and developed recreation; and
5) summary

L. Eish and Wildlfe

We have further broken our fish and wildhife discussion into six sections, a) elk habitat
prediction, b) road management; ¢} dead and down material; d} old growth; e) riparian
zones, and f) rangelands.

a. Elk Habuat Prediction

One of Oregon’s premier elk herds roams the far reaches of the Malheur National Forest
The DEIS indicates that elk numbers can increase i most alternatives ODFW feels the
foundation for that conclusion 13 weak and the assumptions behind this analysis are

uestionable, Elk habitat m your analysis 15 based on the ability of the Forest to produce

orage, but forage 1s only one attribute of the habitat effectiveness models that are tn wide
use m eastern Oregon  Other attributes include cover and effective road density  Unul those
other attributes are included, or an e:ﬁplanalion 1s given why they should be excluded, your
estimates of habitat cffectiveness will lack credibality.
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b. Road Management

Beyond constdenng roads in your estimate of effective elk habitat, it is important the you
spell out more completely your road management and closure policy and that you embed an
objective of a much lower effective road density in some of your alternatives, Doing so can
help maintain effective elk hab:tat at munimal cost to timber production and have numerous
other benefits We request that you consider the proposed road management policy of the
Wallowa-Whitrman National Forest and the attached comments of ODFW and OSFD as a
start

¢. Dead and Rown Materal

Dead and down woody matenal 1s becoming increasingly recognized as an important
component of the forest ecosystem Yet we believe the Plan lacks the mformation needed to
understand the current level of dead and down material and also does not present evidence
that the proposed level will maintain viable populations of cavity nesters  Please see
ODFW's comments for more detaid on this problem

d. Old Growth

Old growth 1s an important component of forest habitat for many species. Yet we cannot
find, i the DEIS and LRMP, a distnibution map of the existing old growth on the Forest, 2
detatled discussion of the old growth groves that will be maintained under each alternative,
or a table showing the amount of old growth that will be grown over time, Providing such
nformation to the State would be of major help to it in development of its altemnative.

¢. Ripanan Zones

Ruparian area management is a critical concern in semi-arid Eastern Oregon, with these
areas being so important to water flow management, fisheries, and species diversity. Land
management activities in riparian areas, unless done carefutly, can compact soils, thus
affecting water flow rates, and raise watcr temperatures. A full understanding of the
affected resources is essential to ensure that ripanan zones are not degraded through land
management activities Their inportance is underscored by the many State agencies which
expressed concerns over possible degradation of these areas,

We could find Little quantutative information n the DEIS and LRMP, however, on riparian
zones and evaluation of thewr condition. We request that you give us a map of riparian zones
by condition class, or at least a compulation of this information by subbasin, more
information of the allowable livestock use rate n these zones, and a description of the
technique used to rate streams:de zone condition

£. Rongelands

The Matheur National Forest needs to provide more mnformation on the current status of its
rangelands, including thew condition and the improvements envisioned  Without thig key
baseline information, 1t 1s difficult to understand the impact on fish and wildlife n the
altemnatives relative to the conditions that now exist



2. Stream Flow,

The Matheur National Forest 1s dramed by three major basins the State has defined for water
management 1) John Day River, 2) Malheur River, and 3) Malheur Lake Basins Inall
three basins, wrngation, fishenes, and recreatzon are the mayor uses of surface water As
mentioned above, the John Day dramage 15 of spectal concem as an mereasmgly important
spawning and rearmng area for salmon and steelhead In addition, the towns of John Day and
Long Creek derive water supplies from the Forest watersheds and small amounts of water
are used for livestock watering, industry, and muung

The Water Resources Commussion (WRC) has adopted water use programs for both the
John Day and Malheur Basins We request that you reference these important programs and
evaluate your alternatives agaimnst them

WRC's recently adopted basin program for the John Day contains spectfic recommendations
for the Forest Service that are detailed i Water Resources’ comments One of the major
abjectives discussed there 15 to achieve better seasonal distnbution of renoff n the John Day
dramage to reduce high stream flows and increase low stream flows, espectally through the
protection and improvement of riparian areas We hope you will give serious consideration
to aitatning this important objective

In addition, we request that you provide projected stream flow and timber harvest activity
wiformation by watershed for each altemnative. Please see the comments of the Water
Resources Department for more detads

3. Aur and Water Quality

Regarding air quality, the Dcpanmcm of Environmental Quality's (DEQ) main concemns
relate 10 unpacts from prescribed bernung on the Forest and from bumung of the Forest’s
fuelwood by the public within urban areas

Regarding water quality, DEQ's main concern is that the Forest Plan be consistent with
Oregon's adopted Statewide Water Quality Management Plan for forest practices as
requured by the Clean Water Act  The DEIS and LRMP do recognize goals of meeting
water quality standards and protecting beneficial uses of water However, these documents
lack wformation needed to assess adequately the water quality effects of proposed activities
on the Forest, including sediment production and management controls  specific
watersheds In addition, findings need to be made regarding the relationship between
baseline water quality conditions and the effects of proposed Forest activitics

DEQ 15 especially concerned about the potential cumulative impact of grazing, logging, and
roadbuilding on sechment entenng Forest streams, especially the John Day dramage We
request that the Forest present a detaded assessment of these effects in the Final
Environmental Statement

See DEQ's comments for more detail on these problems and suggestiens on solving them

I

4, Recreation

Qur Duvision of Parks and Recreatton is especially concemed about the impact of your
proposed land allocation for the remauning roadless areas on the supply of primitive and
semu-prututive recreational expenences These concerns are of four types' 1) contradictions
i the DEIS and LRMP make 1t difficult to understand the division of these arcas between
motonzed and nonmotorized recreation and demand for these activities on the Forest, 2) the
DEIS lacks documentation on the cnteria used to decide which roudless areas to develop
and which to leave from the standpomnt of meeting recreational goals, 3) contraction of the
roadless areas around two superlative recreational streams, the Malheur and North Fork
Matheor, lead to fears that the semi/pinutive expenience will be compromised, and 4) lack
of coordinated planning with adjacent national forests may lead to valuable recreational
resources being lost on one Forest while less valuable ones are maintaned on another
Please see Parks and Recreation’s comments for more detais on these subjects

In addition, both Parks and Recreation and EDD question the wisdom of reducing the
number of developed campgrounds on the Porest As we understand 1t, the Forest Service
proposes to manage 11 campgrounds as developed facilities, and, for lack of mamtenance
funds, convert 14 miumum development sites currently recetving low use to dispersed
occupance sites through removal of existing facilities,

Teurtsm 1s a growth industry i Grant and Harney counties. More discussion on the
potential impact of these reduced services on tourism over the next few decades would hel
us understand the sigmificance of the proposed closures and whether we should assist you in
finding the funds necessary to keep them open

5 Summary

Many State agencies were hamstrung in making effective comments to you because of the
Jack of geographic detai m your analys:s and discussion Presenting resource effects on a
forestwide basis may be valuable for some outputs such as the overall umber harvest, but
has little value for other outputs such as sediment production, water flow, and habatat
structure over time, Rather, we need information on propoesed activities and thewr effects by
watershed or some simular forest subdivision

Toward that end, the Water Resources Department has mcluded a map n their supplemental
comments dividing the Forest into 11 watersheds With the critical importance of your river
basins, a breakdown by watershed can improve the estunation of effects for many resources
The Ssskiyou National Forest recognized 19 planming basins in their analysis which help
yumensely m malung therr plan understandable At 2 mmimum, the Malbeur should be uble
o provided information on proposed activities and their effects by the three major river
basins on the Forest. 1} John Day Raver, 2) Malheur River, and 3) Malheur Lakes

We request that you drvide your forest mnto watersheds, or some other logical geographic

breakdown, and embed that structure m your forest planning analys:s and 1n the presentation
of resource effects in your Final Environmental Statement,
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C. Econopue Effects

We have 2 number of dufficulties with the information provided on economuc effects and the
analyses used in thewr estimate  We have highlighted here seven major areas of concemn 1)
charactenzation of the proposed harvest level; 2) information provided on the trade-off
between tumber productian and other resource objectives, 3) portrayal of ponderosa pine
value over tune, 4) portrayal of recreational activity value, 5) estimation of supply and
demand for timber; 6) estmation of supply and demand for recreational activities, and 7)
budget uncertanty

1. The Proposed Harvest Level

You often compare the maximum timber harvest level under the proposed plan with the
actual harvest level of the 1977-86 penod  As an examnple, your newspaper-like
"OVERVIEW” states that "Tunber harvests i the first decade will increase by 55 mullion
board feet over the average tumber volume sold over the last decade The total sell volume
will average 258 mullion board feet per year under the Proposed Forest Plan * That 238
mullion 15 characterized elsewhere in your documents as the maxumum timmber harvest fevel
permitted under the Plan. We found these comparisons unsettling for two reasons- a)
technical inaccuracies, and b) potential confuston to the general public  Each will be
discussed in tum

2 Techmeal Inaccuracies in Comparisons of Post and Future Tunber Harvests

The maxunum ttmber harvest level presented in your preferred alternative, made up of the
"allowable sale quantity” plus some ather volume, sets an upper lunit on what can be offered
for sale, on the average, in the years of the Plan period  As with the “potential yield” m your
current Timber Resource Plan, some proportion of this maximum quantity will be offered
for sale, depending on budgets and other considerations ‘Then somne proportion of those
offerings will be purchased by tumber buyers, depending on the demand for tmber in the
area and the apprawsed price of the umber, Finally, some proportion of those purchases will
actually be harvested over the few years after purchase, depending on the tunber market
during those years and other considerations.

Comparison of the maxunum tunber harvest level proposed for the future with the harvest
actually expenienced 1 the past sgnores all these possible neductions i tunber volumes
between the setting of the maxumum harvest level and the harvest that will actually occur
We believe that a discussion of the relationstup between this upper limit on harvest and the
harvest level that may actually occur would greatly improve your documents, especiaily 1f it
wcluded a historical perspective on theur relationship in the recent past

We realize that you plan for actual sales and harvest to be closer to the maxmmum pemmutted
than occurred in the past, so some perspective must be maintaned tn projecting past
performance nto the future  Still, though, these compurisons would help deepen people’s
understanding of what 1s being proposed

b, Potenuial Confuston in Comparmg Past and Future Harvests

Comparing proposed future harvest to a past harvest reflecting vccurrences for the Fast 10
years may some validity on a long term basis since these years include a number o
industnal cycles The 1977-86 averages for tunber harvest, timber sales and tunber/based
employment, however, do not represent what surrounding covnties have expenenced in the
last few years Rather, these counties have recently experienced a much lugher
timber-based employment level then the £0-year average as companies cut their
accumulated timber-under-contract with the retumn of high stumpage prices

Thus, your portrayal that implementing the Forest Plan will enable an increase in timber
harvest and related economuc effects, whule techrnucally correct in comparison to the average
for the fast 10 years, has confused many people in at least two ways

Furst, people believe that the timber supply will expand under the new Forest Plan with the
associated economic growth and economic benefits. In reality, though, the projected
increase in jobs, personal income and payments to counties has already been realized though
the higher harvest levels of the last few years. In fact, the 1985-87 barvest level slightly
exceeds the proposed harvest level under the new Plan, Thus, we actually face a possible
contraction of timber-based employment under the proposed Plan in relution to the situation
that now exists

Second, people sce the extent of the harvest from the last few years and become anxious
over the proposed Plan we repeatedly heard concem expressed m our public meetings and
elsewhere that damage 1o the forest ecosystem may occur if a higher level of harvest 1s
sustaned than recently experienced Not only does the Forest need to point out that the
proposed harvest level is slightly below the harvest level of the past few years but, also, the
Forest needs to bolster its case that the this proposed harvest level 15 sustanable,

In sununary, we believe it 15 umperative that the Forest compare the proposed timber harvest
to the harvest of the last few years i addinon to the 10-year average You should compare
this proposed quantity to the 10-year average timber sales, 10-year average tumber offerings,
and potential yield to ncrease understanding of how a proposed tunber harvest can be
affected by budgets and other considerations Burying these discussions in the DEIS and
LRMP will not prove sufficient they should promwnently appear in your OVERVIEW and
any other sunmaries of your Proposed Plan. We realize that such mfonmation is difficult 1o
present compactly, but the willingness of resource professionals and the general public to
accept your Plan depends on presentations such as these.

2, Highlighting the Trade-off between Tumber Harvest and Qther Obyectives

Our analysis of different altematves for the management of the Malheur National Forest,

like yours, depends most fundamentally on trade-off information as the basis for informed
Judgement We have been disappomnted with the amount of informanon available m your

DEIS on the unpact on tumber production to achieve other resource objectives
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We plan to make site-specific recommendations in our State altemative  Thus we need to
know the timber production gaimns and losses from different treatment of particular roadless
areas, big game ranges and visual corridors ' Without the development of this information,
our attempt to craft a realistic and responsible State altemative will prove difficult

This nformation will prove especially crucial i our recommendations on your roadless
areas We need to understand their potential contribution of these areas, under different
degrees of development, to such cutputs as total timber harvest, ponderosa pine harvest, big
game habitat, quality hunting expeniences, and water quality including spawning and rearing
habitat for native and anadromous fish

3. Recogruzing the Tnereasing Scarcity of Pongderosa Pine

Ponderosa pime is the green gold of the Malheur National Forest, As pounted out by our
State Economust, 1t has increased 1n value, and probably will continue to mcrease in vaiue,
more raprdly than other species  Yet your analysis lumps all species together in applying a
one percent real price increase over ime  Such an approach masks the virtue of continuing
to grow high quality ponderosa pine which we mention ¢lsewhere n ths Jetter as a
possibility 1hat should be mnvestigated further We request that your analysis be mproved to
project the value of penderosa pine separately from other species

4, Improving Yaluation of Recreational Activiugs

Your analysis apparemly reduced the value of recreational activities by 37 percent In
addition, you assigned a zero percent real price trend to these activities while applying a one
percent real priee trend for umber. These assumptions can result i a sertous undervalugtion
of the contribution recreation makes to the wealth derived from the Forest, and you should
support the assumptions or change them

5. Estumating Supply sad Demand for Tinber

The demand for tumber off the Malheur, especially for ponderosa pine, appears to be on the
rise The dramatic increase this year m purchases by mulls located outside Grant and Hamey
counties probably 15 a harbinger of things to come Not unrelated, the supply of tunber from
nearby sources, be they other national forests or other owners, seems to be declimng  We
believe that the Forest should take a fresh Iook at tunber supply and demand 1 the
Malheur’s area of influence to help all people, ncluding the State, better understand what
the future may hold,

6. Estimating Supply and Demand for Recreational Activities

The Malheur's projections of future recreation demand appear grounded on State pepulation
trends Recreation use historically has grown much faster than population  Therefore, we
fequest that you consider basing your projections of recreation use on historical use trends
from the Forest where such data exists,

7. Budget Uncertainty

Throughout the DEIS and LRMP, you refer to proposed actions that may or may not accur
dependmng on budget constrants  Whale the general discussion of budget constramts 1s
useful, both OSFD and the Econonuc Development Department wish that you would
address more specifically the likelihood of funding avauability for the proposed sctions and
the impact on Forest resources if expected funding does not materialize

1.

D Standards and Guudelines

We believe that the standards and guidelines for umplementing a Forest Plan should state the
bounds or constramts within which ol practices will be carned out i achueving the
objecuves of the Plan Therefore, standards and guwdelines must be measurable to be
meanmgful There is litle purpose i defirung standards and gurdelines for which no
methods ex:st for measuring the degree of coinpliance or attainment

As a whole, the standards and gurdelines for Plan implementation seem weak, with few
standards actually established Tius appears especially true in the statements on wildlife and
fish, water, soi, and TIDATIRN BIEAS The quai 1ers that occur throughout this sectton, such
as "some", "sufficient”, "where needed”, "as necessary”, and "acceptable" are subjective and

do not allow for companson

The Forest should develop clearer and more objective standards which will provide
gurdance for plan implementation We recorminend that your Forest utilize the termunology
developed by the Siskiyou National Forest for the types of guidance or restriction you adopt
In addinon, pleass see the comments of ODFW, OSFD, and the Water Resources
Department for other suggestions on what 15 needed

EM .

We believe that the purpose of a monitoring plan should be to establish methods and
threshold levels for evaluating the durection, standards, and outputs of the Forest Plan  Your
proposed monioning plan does not comprehensively establish threshold levels, address
specific methods, describe frequency of momnitoring, or establish responsibality for
momtorng  We recomumend that the Malheur mvestigate the monitoring fonmat proposed
by the Wallowa-Whitman National Forest as a begmnng poumit for improving your ewn
program Also, see the comments of ODFW, OSFD, and the Water Resources Department.

Because so much 13 unknown about the effects of management activities on different forest
resources, we must rely on monstonng to provide early warning signals about activities
having effects beyond acceptable linuts  Therefore, we recommend that the budget for this
monitoring be considered an wntegral part of the provision of outputs from the Forest and
that the plans be structured so that output levels will be proportionately reduced 1f
monitonng resources are not forthcomng ag prommsed

F. Qther Considerations

The Malheur Nanonal Forest 1s the fifth of the thirteen national forests 1 Oregon to publish
amanagement plan  When the aggregate effect of all Ozegon's national forest plans on
resource outputs such as tmber, salmon and steelhead, big game, and recreation opportunity
has been determmedl, the State may need to modify Jts pesition and recommendations on
wdividual plans  Therefore, we urge you not to adopt any plant untl the cumulative effects
of all draft, revised draft, and supplemental national forest plans are known by the public
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We urge you to continue managung the Malheur National Forest under the existing
management plan until a new plan 15 in place or until amendments to the existing plan are
developed and approved with participation by the State of Oregon. New constraints should
not be applied in the mtenim to existing plans in contemplation of the new plan without full
public participation.

Attached to this letter are reviews of the Malheur National Forest DEIS and LRMP
completed by affected State agencies. These reviews consider economic, social,
environmental, and Jegal aspecis of the planning documents  They contain substantive
technical comments that should be considered an integral part of the State response

Thank you for the opportunity 1o respond to the Malheur National Forest DEIS and LRMP.
The State of Oregon stands ready to help you as you move forward in completion of your
Forest Plan For assistance on our cortments about the overall planning process and
procedures, feel free to contact Norm Johnson, Federal Forest Plans Coordnator For
assisiance on pasticular resource 1ssues, please contact the appropnate indivifual on the
enclosed list of agency contacts

ceDsdtls

Neil Goldschrrjudt
Govemor

Sincerely,

NG-cs
Enclosures
0850N

A3

°

DEPARTMENT OF THE AR FORCE
AEGIONAL CIVIL ENGINEER, WESTERN REGION (AFESC)

830 BANSOME STREET « ROOM 1314
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA D4111-2278

ROVP (Tye/556-0557)

Draft EIS: Malheur National Forest, OR.

USDA Forest Service
Pacific Northwest Region
Portland, Oregon 97208
ATTN: Mz, Jawes F. Torrence

This office has reviewed the subject document and has found no significant
impact to Air Force installations in the reglon or to thelr activitiea.

]—?,P\ " f 7<(Mnnv\

PHILLIP E. LAMMI, Chief
Environmental Planning Division

cc: AF/LEEV (Defusco)
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GENERAL COUNCIL
and
BOARAD of TRUSTEES

CONFEDERATED TRIBES

of the

Uenadille Tesdicse Rederuaiiosn

PO Box 638
PENDLETON, OREGON S7801
Area Coda {503) Phone 276 3165

Dacember 10,1987

Mr., Chuck Grahan

Acting Supervisor
Malkhour Netional Forest
139 N.E, Dayton Street
John Day, OR 97845

Dear Mr, Graham:

The Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Ipndian Raservation
(C.T.U.I.R.} appreciate the opportunity to comment on the
Halheur National Forest Proposed Land and Rescurca Management
Plan and accompenying Draft Envaironmental Impact Statement.

The proposed Plan agnd D,E.I.3. wvere reviewed by a
C.T,U.I,R./B,1,A. Intardisciplinary Team and C.T.U.I.R. Fish and
Vildlife Committen. The I.D. Teum consists of Traibal/Federal
ragource managers, prorfessionals and technicians. The Faish and
Wildlife Committee serves the Board of Trustees in an advisory
capacity,

The Board ¢f Trustees is required by it’s Constitution and Bylaus
Lo promote and protect Treaty Recerved Rights and resources. The
attached comments are premised upon thas perspective of
protecting rederally recoanizad treaty rights which include the
traditional practices o©f Tishina, hunting., gatheraing roots and
barries, grazing of stock. and exercising religious rights an the
ceded ana usual and accustomed areas ot the Contederated Tribes.
The desire of the C.T.U.I.R. o retain and enhance a high deqrea
of integrity within the ecoloay ot the fish. wildlife, forest and
range oi the Blue Mountaans 15 benetficial not only to traibal
culture but to the public at laraes., These interests are verified
by such eramples as the B.I.A./C.T.U.I.R. Blue Mountain elk and
dear telemetry research studies. expensive fisheriaes enhancement
program, and lead role in the Umatilla Basin project.

1

TREATY JUNE 9, 1855 + CAYUSE, UMATILLA AND WALLAWALLA TRIBES

Kr. Chuci Graham
12-10-87
Page Two

The comments, of neceasity, deal with the hiatortcal and proposed
management of the Malheur National Forest 1in a frzhk manner and
are intended to protect the treaty right and provide constructaive
roconmendations. In general, the plan Set and extraopolated goals
and outputs wathout adequute baseline data and 1n  a number of
instances used mnmisapplied models and nedels not accepted by
stata, federal and tribal agencies. There was a tremendous lack
of wnformation provaded throughout the plan, D.E.I.5. and
appendrees from which to expadite & reasonable analysis of a
tontacively viable forest plan. Actual ihmplementat:ion
nethodologies and structure ware, for the most part, simply
rolegated to a project level basis with only best management
practices and forest wide standards a5 guidelines. The B.}.P.’s
and F.W.S.’s contained very minor measureable criteria and
therefore were quite subjective in nature as was the oentire plan.

The histeorical admipistrative philosophy of the Malheur National
Forest hes been ovarwhelmingly ‘“commodity” oriented with a low
regard for “amemity"™ values esuch as ¥ish, wildlife, ecological
integrity, native american culture and archagology, This leck of
sansitivity to these values, natural rescources and to treaty
rights are wall exemplified by overarazing damege to raiparian
areas and big qgame range oreas, and harvest and thinning
practices which are creatina a tree farm K environment that
significantly diminishes large diameter pondsrosa pine stands and
old"growth timber in qeneral. thereby impacting nongame 5P&cLes,
big game hidihg and thermal cover and ecolcgaigal diversity. The
Confederated Tribes have not been notified of project level
activities that have potential i1mpacts on archaeeclogical sites
and cultural and religious values of the tribe. The C.T.U.I.R.
15 aware of specific sites that have not beaen adeguataly
protacted due to admipistrotive directaon.

The aforementioned hiatorical nanagement philosophy of the
Malhuer Naticnal Forest has produced a piecemeal dg_facte
aprogration of the federally protected 1855 Treaty Raght for
which the Halheur National Forest has 4 diract responsibility and
stewarashio withan ats® juraisdaction to uphold, The continuance
of this philosophy 18 well portrayed by the proposed forest plan
and only adds insult to injury to the npatural resources ot the
forest, the treaty rights oi the Confederated Tribes. and the
public as a whole. It 18 imperative at this time to clearly
coempmunicace to the U.5.F.S5. that the prooosed forest plan and all
proposed alternctives including the preferred alternative are
unacceptable to the G,T.U.I.R.



Hr. Chuck Graham
12-10-87
Page Thrae

The C.T.U.I.R. is aware of the State of Oragon’s re¢jaction of any
of the proposed alternacives and subseguent deslre to work with
the HM.N.F. in developing a viable alternataive and plan. The
C.T.U.I.R. contends that because of the magnitude of lack of
informaticn and process of iaplementation 1n conjunction wath
unaccepted anhd missapplied mnodels that a re-draft is merited.
Tha U.S5.F.3. 15 under executive order to deal with recoganized
tribes on a government to0 government basis. The G.T.U.I.R.
should be a psrty to any potential re-draft or revised dratt that
15 worked out with the 3State of Uregon and other ampropriate
aatities. The C.T.U.I.R. encourages and suggests the utilization
of a npultiagency oversight group to provide retommendations.
tentative solutions, and helptul review of, as yet unprovided and
needsed, 1nformation fTor on acceptakle plan. An opportunity to
revaaw needad information and respond should take place prior to
the final forest plan and D.E.1.5.

The ¢ T, U,I.R. desires to work with the Malheur National Foresat
and Region % in providing solutions to tha concerns of the Tribe.
Additiopally, the C.T.U.I.R. 18 a member ot GColumbia River Inter-~
Tribal Fash Commassion and andorses thear commeants ang
regommendations regarding the proposed plan and D.E.I.5. Pleass
refer to the attached supplement for specific comments and feal
froee to contact Randy Williams at 276-8221 1f you have any
gquestions or 1f we may ce of further help.

Saincarely,

P A,
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owapoo, Chairman Elwood FPatawa, Chaairman
Fish and Wildlife Committew Board ot Trustees

cc?  Region VI/Torrance
USF3, Washington/Robertson
OR/Goldschmidt,
CRITFC
aorw
Riaghts Protection File

The Tribes’ right to take fish that poss thair ususal and
accustomed places is a right confirmed by numerous courtc
decisions.,. See_e.9.. _Sohappy_v._ . Swmith, 302 F,Supp.899 (D. Or.
19693, aff’d, Upnited States__v._Oregon, 529 F.2d. S70 (Sth Cir.

1976>;: Washaington ¥ Waghinaton_ State Commercial_ _Passenger

Fishing_Vessel Ass’n, 443 U.S. 58 (1979) (Passenger Eisning

¥gssel). In addit:on to binding state governments, Sge_Passenger

Eishing Vesssl 443 U.5. ot 822 and n.25, the troatias are clso
binding on private citizens., See e.9.. Unated States_ v, Wainans,

198 U.S. 371 (1905). and., of course, the ifederal goveramant.

Tribge_oi_the Umatille Resspvation v, Alexwander, 449 F. Supp. 553

(D. Or. 1977). Aabsent specific aﬁtﬁg;lzatxbn by Congress, Indian
treaty rights cannot be abrogated. Id.. citing Hepominese Tribe
v, United Jtates, 391 U.S. 404, 413 (1968).

A

In Passenger _ Fishing _Vessel, the Court painstakinaly
examined the circumstances surroundinyg the negotiation of the
treacies in an attempt to defina the parties’ long-term
rntentions. The Supreme Court empnas:ized that Governor Stevens
invited the Tribes to raly on +the United States’ good faith
efforts to protect their right te a rishneries livelihood.
Stevens speciiically told the tribes: “This paper fthe treatyl
secures your ZTish, ' Id. at 667 n.l1l, During the treaty
negotrations, “'the Govornor’s promises that the treaties would

protest _that _source eoi. _food_ _ana  commerge were <rucial an

obtaining the Indians’ assent.™ [Id. at 676 (emphasis added). As
the Supreme Court atressed:?

It 13 absgolutely clesr, as Governor Stevens
himgelf said. that neither he nor the Indians
intanded that the latter ‘“should be excluydad
from their ancient fisheries,” . . . and 1t
1% accordingly =agreed to authorize future
settlors to crowd the Indians out of any
meaningful uze or their sccustomed places to

fizh.
Ig. The Supreme Court alsoc mentioned that the treacy guaranty oz
"the riaht of Lalsing fish™ was meaninarul galy__1f__fish_vers
availgele for_:the taking., Id. at 678 (enphas:s added).

The 130 vyears s:ince the trestlies were signed have witnessea
a tﬁuly startling number of methods by whig¢h the gquantity of fish
avairlable 1or the taking could be reduced ~- 1f not decimatad.
Tha courts have resvondsa to these threats to the treaty right by
declaring a policy that the tresty - right cannoy bae defested by
technology or other nmethods not anticipated by the treaty
S1gNALOrLes. For evample. i1n Unpted Stotes_v. Winans. 198 U.5.
371 (1905, the defendant contructed a fash wheel (a device
capable of destroyvind an entare run of fish) and excluded the
Indians trom ona or their usual and accustomed fishing places,



Commenting on the effects of rmproved fishing devices. the Court

netaead that:
wheal fishing 15 ona oI the civilized man’s
methods, as legitaimate as the substaitution of
tha modern hexvester 19r the ancient sagkle
and flsail . . . It peeds no argument to show
that the superiority of a combined harvestesr
over the ancirent sSiokle noither increased nor
decreased rignts to the wuse o©r land held ain
COMmMOn . In the agtual taking of fish white
Ran may not e conrinagd to & spear or cruds
nat, but 1t ooes not ollow that they may
gonstrugct and use & davice which gaves them
exclusive possession of the fishing places.
3% 1t 15 admitted & fish wheel does,

Id. at 382, Thus, although, improved technoloay may be brought
to bear on the fishery, that technolegy <annor be allowed to
imperil the rights sacured to the parties to tha treaty. This
result was reartirmed by the Suprame Court in Passenger_Fishang

Vesgel. There the Court declared that “(nlon-treaty tishermaen
may nNoc  rely on property law concepts,., devaces such as the tish
wheel, license Ifees., or general regulations o deprive the
Indaans ox & zaar share or the relevant runs or anadromous rish
in the case area.” Passgenger. _Faishing_ _Vgssel. 4943 U.S, at
abrogation legisilation from Congress, (Henominee Traibe v. Unated
States., 391 U.S. 404, 413 (1968)), no one may use any nmethod to
daprive treaty fishermen of their fair share of the anadronmous
fash.

In addition to their obligation to not destroy Indian treaty
rights without specific Congressional action, federsl agencies
must use their authority to safeguard that whicn i3 the subject
pavkher orf federal treaties. In Kittatas Reglamatign Distrighk_y.

Sunnyside Valley Irriastion District, 763 F.2d 1032 {(9th Cir.
1985), the HNinth Circuit arffirmed & district court order to
oparate & Yakima water project in a manner that would preoserve
spring chinock salmon redds. Faderal project operators had
originally sought to reduce water releases in corder to store
water r1or the next airriqation soasc:. The orooosed Ilow
reductlons would have left the yedds nigh and dry. Testimony at
the distsrict court hearing indicateod that the provossd water
storaqe would pe possible 1% twelve redds were transvlanted or 1f
berms werd constructed. Id. at 1035, However, the distraict
court Judge was “unsure of the erfect of these measures. so ha
continued the watermaster’s authority to release -warer as
negaessary.” Id. Evoressly deglaning to decide the scope of the
VYakima Indian WNation’s treaty tishing rights. [d. at n.5, the
Nainth Cicuit fcund that the district court judge had fashionad a
roasonable remedy. Id.

The massage ain Kitkitaz 15 clear. Federal agencies are
ckligoted to exergise their authorities in a manner cthat wrll
protect -- not dedrade =~- the habitat npeeded to support
anadromous fish. In addition, when addressina anadromous rish
habirtat needs, various measures may be utilized, but the final
choice turns agt on traditionol notions of agency expartise., but
on the bioclogical needs of the faish.

The Forest Saervice’s dyty to protéct and enhance anaaramnous
fish habitat does not cease once a rish run besomes viabla. The
tribes did not reserve & right to take a few fish from a moadear
run struggling for survival. Some might argue that the Columbia
River treaty tribes reserved the right to continue harvestina
that number of tish that they had traditionally harvested.
Obviously, that harvest level 1& not Yyet possible given the
contemporary depletea fisheries. The Supreme Court has held that
both Indian and non-indian fichermen posses & right. “sacurad by
treaty, to take a falr share of the available tish.” Possopger
Eishipg Vessel. 443 U.5., at 684-85. The court determined that
Indian harvest allocation should not exceed 0% of tha
harvestable fish, Id. at 685-86. Tha Court then declared:

It bears' rapeating, howaver. that the 50%
figure 1mposes o Ma¥imum but not & minznrunm
allocatzon . . . (Tlhe central princaple here
mugt be that Indian treaty rights to R
natural resource, that once wss thorocughly
axciusivaly exploited by the Indians, secures
30 much =8. LUt pot more Thoh, Ls necesasary
to provide the Indians with a livelihood=-~
that 15 to say, a noderate living.
Accoraangly, wnile the maximum possible
allecation to the Indians 18 tixaed at 50%,
the mainimum 1% not; the latter will. unon
proper sudbmisslons to the district court, be
modifisg an response to changing
circumstences. Id. at 586-87.

Perhaps tha reascn why this “noderate Lliving atandard”
unearthed by the Supreme Court hss not proven to be a truly
thorny problem in Pacific Northwest fisheries management 1is
because no one can reasonably contend that the Indians’ harvest
prosently yields o npoderate livang. This zact wWas amplicatly
ascknowledged by the Supreme Court in Paszszenaer,  Fishing Vgegsl
when 1t stated that the 350% csiling on the Indiane” harvest
allocation wdb NEcCessary "to prevent thear needs from exhausting
the entirs resource ana thereoy frustrating the treaty raght of
+all lother) citizens of the tarritoy,.’™ Id. at 686.




Regardless of what the term “moderate 1livaing standard®
mesns, it will eventually be defined by the judiciary -- not a
fedaral agsncy. Sew__Id. at 687, As discussed aarlier, the
Ninth Circuit has already determined that federal agencies must
refiroin Ifrom taking agtions that will reduce the number of fish
in a deoleted run. Sea _Kittrias, 763 F.2d at L03%, Nor does
this duty cease when an anadromous fish run mnanages to 1ncrease
1ts numbaers beycnd thse dangerous level o minaimum vaabilaty. In
Unired, Stagas_v.,_Adair, 723 F.2d 1392 (9th Gir. 1984), <+¢he Hinth
Cirgurt stated that:

Inplicit tn this “moderate living" atandard
1% the conclusion that Indian tribes are not
genarally entitled o the same level of
exclusive uwse and exploitation of & natural
resource that thay enjoyed at the taime that
they entered into the +treaty reserving their
wnterest in  the resource., unless, of_course,
no__lesser_ _level _wall supply _them with_a
modeyate _living. Id. at 1415 (emphasis
added} .

Here the Ninth Circuit hes indicated that the Klamaths must
be allowed to achieve their “moderate living."” No onae knows what
that 1s8. Thae dourt axplicitly stated the possibility that the
*moderate livang standard” may only be achieved by allowing the
tribe to snjoy the "same level of exclusive use and exploitation”
1t had at tho time the treaty was concluded. Id. The purport of
this holding 15 clear. Federal agencles owe a duty to rerrain
from activities 4Lhat will interiere with the fulfillmant of
treavy rights. Morwover, this duty cannot be periormed by
epgoging :n an Taccommocdatrion”  or “balancing” process betwaon
Indian treary rights and a compsting sconomic interest such as
timber, hoarvast. Any such “accommodation™ reached by the Forect
Service would amount to a de facto abrogation of Indian treaty
r:ghts. In the contert of forest management. unless the Forest
Service® can deonopstrate that the tribes’ treaty raghts are
srasently being fulfilled, it cannot justify approving activities
in the Iforests that will causse further dearadation of anadromous
fish habitat,

THE_NATIONAL FOREST_MANAGEMENT ACT HANDATES COORDINATION

The Forest Service 1s only one of the the many entities
involvaed 1n the complex interactions that have cousad the
diminutaon  of anadromous fish runs to thelr prasent state.
Columbia River hvdroelectric develooment and other downstraam
problems have gone grisvous harm to the basin’s fish runs. While
the Forest DService can rightfully blame downstream problems ter
much of the harm intlicted on anadromous figh, sSuch blame does
not obviate the Forest Service’s respoasibility Lo wrotect
anadyomouws £15h 4nd the need for wall parties with manadement
authority that affects thesa rish to work togather to improve the
fishery resourcas.

In dealing with onadromous fish, the Forest Service must
look baeyend the boundaries oi & given national forest., Ceolumbia
River stacks of anadromous fish migrate as tar inland as thae
Bitterrootrt Naticonal Forest and as far north as Alsoeksa. As the
Pacafaic Northwest has come to realize, the andromous rish runs
can only be restored i1f state. federal, and tribal land. water.
and wildlife managers adopt a coordinategd “"dravel-to-aravel®
manesqement approach to© thas valuable and mnobile renewable
rasource,

This approacn 1s reflected by the HNorthwest Power Planning
Council’s Columbia River Basin Fash and Wildlife Proaranm. The
Fish ang Wildlife Program, mandated by the Pacific Northwest
Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act, 16 U.S.C, Jscuion
839b (1982), =ncompasses the Columbira River and 1ts tributaries
and will be financaed by Pacific Horthwest rutopayers. Thas
conprehensive provection, mitiqatien, and enhancement affort does
not appesr to be inteqratsd inte the PEIS or proposed plan. Nor
were the increased tish returns made possible by tha recantly
concludad United States/Canada Salmon Intercerptaion Treaty. Jee
16 V.S5.C. Section 8396 (1985 Supp.?). mnantioned in either
document.

These efforts, along with the Salmen and Steelhead
Enhancement Ack, have <hanged the complexion of fisheries
ranagement in the Columbia Basin. The success ox both the Ssimon
Intagrceprion Treaty and the Faish and Wildlife Program turn upon
maximaming utilization of the anadromous fish habitat in Columbia
River trabutaries. A large percentage of these tributaries run
througn national feorests. The Foraest Service nust acknowladge
1ts responsibilities to act in concert with these policies. The
Forest Service Ca3nnot make & reasconed de¢ision with respect to
anadromous fish habatat :f it does not factor these activities
into 1Ls decision-making procoss. The Pacific Northwest cannot
afford to spend meney ennancing fisheries that are sinultanecusly
being dearadea by timber harvest, road-building, and arazing.

Forest Service coordination with Pacific Northwest fianeriea
enhancemant activities 118 pet only sound polaicy: 1t 15 also
requirad by law. Forest Service regulations decrare that a
reviaw of state, federal, and tribal planning and land use
activitiaes shall be included in the forest plan EIS. See 3I6
C.F.R. Sacrtion 219.7 (a)y-(e (1984). In addition, the
regulanions proviae that this reviaw shall congider the
obiecrivas orf fegsral, state, locsl, and tribal governments,
tnter-related impacts of these plans, and 2z decision by the
Forest Ssarvice on how each forest plan shall address these inter-
related impacis. Id, at (c){l)-(4). Among the objectaives of
fedarsl, state, ana tribal agovernments are the fish production
plans currently baina fornuiated unaer the auspices of Ynaited
States_v__ _Orggon, the Fish and Wildlife Program, and tha Salmon
Intercaption Troaty, Tha Malheur National Forest DEIS and
proposed plan 9o not reflect the consideration of Lhese processes
required by the NFMA.



The trust reaponsibilly is that apecial relationasnip betweean
the United Stotes and Indian tribes that oragipnated in Cheroke
Nation_v.__Geocrgaiz, 30 U,S, (3Pet.) I (1831) where the Supreme
Court described Indian tribes as “domestic dependent nations™ and
daclared that “their relation ko the United States resembles that
of @ ward to haig guardian.” Id. at 17. This relationship 1s
part of the very fabric of federal Indian law and i1t imposas
stringent fiduciary standards of conduct on fedarsl agencies in
therr dealinds with Indaan tribes. See_United _States v. Craek
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Nation, 295 U,S5. 103 (1933). Sega_alzsc_Northern Cheyenne Triba_v.

Hedel. Civ. No. 82-116-3LG (D. Mont. May 28, 1985> at 23.

In Noxrthern _Cheyenne Tribe, the couxt declared that "a
federal agency’s Ltrust obligation to a tribe axtends to actions
it takes off a reservation that uniquely impact tribal members or
property on a reservation.” Id. at 27. In an attempt to save
1ts coal leasing EIS from invalidation, the Secretary orf Interior
alleged that there was not specific statute or treaty that
requirod the Denarctment to consider the 1moacts of coal leasina
on the wribe as an entity. Id. The Secretary also alieqed thas
nis decision to lease the coal was i1n the “national interest™ and
“"vizal te the natien’s anergy futura,” Id. at 29, The court
declared tnat:

The Secretary’s conflicting responsibilities
and 1tederal actions teken an the "national
interest,” howaver., d¢ not relieve him of has
trust obligations. Te the contrary,
1dentifying and fulfillaing the trust
rosponsipility 15 @ven more mportant an
altuations such as the present case where an
agency’'s contlicting qoals and
rgsponsiorlities combines with political
pressyrae asserted by non-lndians <can lead
feqaral agencies to comoromise Or Lgnore
Indian rights,

Id. at 29-30 (citacions onitted). Similarly. the forest Service
nust not allow its obligations to the Columbia River treaty
tripes to becom& lost 1n ies concern for the local eitizenry. It
nust accord the traeaty right swmecial considerastion and scrupulous
safeguards. Unfortunately, _the DEIS did not devote thais
censaderation to the traibes’ interests.

Perhaps oecause noae of the tresaty tribes’ reservationa laie
within the HMalheur National Forest’s “local area of intluence,™
@ffectis oI fOrest mansdement activiitiws on the tribes - wers given
scant consideration. However. as digscussed earlier, management
activities that affect anadronous fish preoduction alse affect the
tribes’ exercasg &t their tLreaty rignts. The Forest Service owas
a duty to hobt only discuss the erifects of forest hnanagement
activities on the tribes, but alsc a duty to safeguard resources
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of crucial importance to the tribes., This dutv 15 not fulfilled

by actions

whicn sanction degradation of fish habitat needed teo

re-buald the Columbis River runs.

GENERAL COMMENTS AND CONCERKS

The level of sensitivity of the Malheur Nationael Forest
(K.N.F,) toward Treaty Reserved Rights has historically
bean significantly negligent. The C.T.VU.I.R. is alszec
quite aware of the poor relationship that erists with
Q0.D.F.W, bacause of the lack of reaszonable
considaration or zisneries and wildlife resources and
consistent refusal to utilize 0,D.F.W.
recomnmendations. The Halheur Naticnal Forest cannot
continue to manage fisheries. wildlife., neotursl
rasources and cultural values il 8 wvacuum. [
stewardshiv demands responsibirlity at both forest and
ragional levals with attendant implementation of tamely
enhancemant and effective protaction of the
aforementionad values. The C,T.U.I.R, looks torward to
working closely with the new forest supervigor and
starf 1n estcaolishing a high level of rapport and open
COoRmMUnLICAtion.

Only by congressional action may federally recognazed
treaty rights be abrograoted. The U.5.F.5. does not
possess the authoritvy to abrograte treaty rignts by
“palancing' the forest plan in a traditaonal bias
toward timber harvest at Lhe compromise oI daaraded
fisheries and wildlife habitat and cultural sites.

There was no baseline water quality dats pressnted.
How can water quality needs be met, specific protective
crirterisa sSeat, historical management preecriptichns be
apalyzed for effects, and gaographaical delineaticn of
proposad management stretegies Lsake placa withoun
asdequate baseline information.

There were noe hara definitions of “satisfacrory”™ or
“unsatisfacrory” ratinas for raparian aress., no idsa
gaven a3 to how much of the total stream miles were
inventoried. ho soparation into class I. II. III, and
IV of ripar:ian conditions apd maps by stream reach. and

0.D.F.¥W./U.5.F.3, interaasncy standards ware fAQt
utilized, #iles of stream :n “satisiactory” and
“unsatisfactory” condation that ore quoted area

sianificently different than those gquotes in the M.N.F.
“white papar on fencing of raiperian areas to exclude
permitted livestock" (11/26/85). What 18 the reason
for thas discrepancy?

1o
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There was no mnap of 50il @rosion classes and sensitivae
s01ls in particular, All alternatives and eacn manaaed
strateay asnould be evaluatad 1 relation to these
various oil types for potential impacts.

A map of range allotments with 1nformation on aach
allotment condition and trend with intended manzgemant
plans was not present ain any o1 the documents., This
should be contained 1n the D.E.I.S.

Summer thermal caover getinitions and winter thermal
cover were not clearlv separated as to  agoentad
(Thomas, U.5.0.A.) gurdelines ana corract
thermalshiding/forage ratians warea Dot utilized.
Adiacent private land thermal cover, hiding cover and
forage was not analyzed and presented to truly 4giva an
intagrated and adequate assessment ot birig game homae
range and the effects of strateqiess/alternataives.

The habitat effectiveness modsel for elk did not tazke
into consideration road daiscounts for obTimum
stancards. The obviocus baslc assumption was more
foraga, the result of intensive timber harvest and
thinning, meont increased populations ot elk regaralass
of other varisbles such as adequate canopy closure.
hiding cover. and road 1mbacts. Thais 15 part of the
scientifie vacuum that the N,.N.F. operates in. It 1s
quite clear that M.N.F., Bigqg Game models are adesilanad to
enhance timber harvaest -~ biological evaluation and
enhancerent of big gama certainly has net bean the
Praimary intentidbi.

Elk and desr winter range delinesationa are inconplece.
Dear winter rasnge i1is not totally synonymous with alk
winter range asnd should be appropriately identirica,
Why has H.N.F. rafused to iamplement O,.D.F.W.
recommendations 1orxr hoditlgacions and addaitions to
winter range classified areas for over two years? It
ts C.T.U.I.R.’s wunderstanding that the M.N.F, has
stated that it will deal with these additiens after tha
final olan is completed. The C.T.U.I.R. strongly
re?cmmends that these areas be classified en the 1orest
before tha <finul plsn thereby enakling 3 reasonable
judgement of strategy/alternative inmpacts. Te do
othervwise would be deficient planning and continuing in
the traditional mode o M.N.F. Diesed “commooity™

manademaent without objective consideration of other
resource valuas.

0ld drowth habitat retention and protection weare
obviously a vary low priority in the Malhour National
Forest prererred alternative F. A& nmap of old arowth
was not oresented., The GC.T.VU.I.R. recommends inclusien
9 a map and iniormation concernaing inventoried old
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14,

growth. 0ld growth stands are traditionally preferred

by tribal members for elk hunting. Certaln bird species
indigent to old growth habitst have sacred reliagious values,

A 3.5% of the entire forest allocation to roadless
areas in the preferred F altarnataive i1s yat another
axample of low redard 2<% the valuas these
gsemipramitive areas provaide. Only 2.5% 1i1s given the
considerstion of nonmotorized even thouah 8&9% of the
total forest 18 to be exclusively roaded. Tha
watershed values of these already diminisned roaaless
areas were not evoluated in regard to water quality or
quantity. Extensive substantiataion by B.I.4..
0.0,F,w., and V.3.F.5. reseoarch throughout the three
national forests i1n the Blue Mountain regqion indicate
an overproportionate use of these roadless areas by elk
as OpposeEd Ly roaded oreas and a very strong preference
by the huntina public to have such areas for qualzity
recraaticnal experiences as indicatead by Or=aon
Statewide elk workshops (12/83-23/84)

There was no analysls or attempb masde to conarcer :n an
Lntegrated planning approach. The U.S./Canada Salnmon
Treaty, U.5. v Oregon Subbasin Plannina and diracuives,
B.P.A. Enhancement Project Protection, O.W.R.D. John
Day Basin Plan, N.W.P.P.C. Subbasin Planning, 0.D.F.W.
Staelhead Plan, and Wildlife Polaicy for the State of
Oregon ¢(1985). Each or these plans ana policies shourd
be effectively evaluated by alternative and strataegy
guidalinas.

The nmonitoring plan itor fisheries and warer quality was

virtually nonexistent. Game and nongama wildlaife
montforing provisions woara also token at besu.
Additionally monitoring was subject to ‘*available
funding’' rather than being darectly aincorporated into
output fundaing. Tha C.T.U.I.R. strongly recommands a
comprehansivea monitoring progran similar to the
Umatilla National Forest Proposad Land and Resource
Management Plan monitoring program be utailaized. The
Umatilla Forest seems to be light years shead of the
Malheur in this regard -- what 15 the ercuse?

Standards and guidelines. for the proposed plan were
relegatee to torest wide standards ano best management
practices. These F.W.5.’s and B,%.P.’s were very
loosely termed by such nomenclature as should, when
feasible. wners practicable. significant. sufficient,
atbtC. ., without consigtent guulified <efinitions o
these words. Messureable criteria was net utilaized
leaving application of thase F.¥.S5.‘s and B.}M.P.’s

purely subjective judgenent. In light of historic
Does the
Malheur actually balieve that a "trust Us"” sttitude will be

monagenent of natural resources by the H.N.F.

12



15,

amenablae to the C.T.U,.I.R. and orther resource managament

agencias?

The above mentioned fourteen general corments ana
concerns only cover the major cgoncerns oI Lhe
€. T.U.1.R. hopefully, however, they help te poant out
the great lack of information provaded in the oroposed
plan, DB.E,I1.5. and aopendices. Unless and untail
appropriate revisions, modifications or a re-drait is
accomplished the C.T.U.I.R. cannot reasonably be <iven
an adequate opportunity to comment on a propoged plan
that will affect tederally recognized treaty rights.
The ¢.T.V.I.R. requests a formal response to this
concern n & timely manner before any «qecision 15
effectuated of a final forest plan and D.E.I.S. based
upon the oresent draft plan and D.E.I.S,
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Table II-3 states a dacade I projected demsnd or bDig
game use of 95.1 and o decade I supply of 106,55 - In
othur words supposedly more supply 218 4available than
demangd presently. How can this projection and
statemant havae any merit at all in tace ot the ract
that the Malheur Not:iconal Forest 18 under limited entry
huntang regqulations because of limited populations,
bull/cow ratios. and buck/doe ratios? All of these
retios ana total populations are directly dependent on
habitot managament, provisions, which have beconmae
limiting zactors on the H.N.F.

“However, the production potential of the forest is a
very small percentage of the total i1ncreage necessary
in the entire Columbia River Basin to meet demand.”™
Vhat Kkind of statemont ot averting responsaibility s
this? The John Day River system has the greatastc
salmon ano steelhesd wald run potential of apy Columbis
Rrver traibutarv in the State of Oregon! The original
quoted sentence should be deleted and the above
sentence referring to wild run potential inserted.

Under "Recreation"” semiprimitive romdiess area wsse not
aven mantioned. The #M.N.F. should at least recognize
these already overdomanded areas (1983/1984 State oz
Oregon Elk Workshops).

“Tha inplenentation oi MINinum mandgensant requilenents,
forest-wide stancards, and management area standardsa
will ensure adeduare pooulations (1.e.. SuppLy’) oI
nongame species under this forest Plan."” Snag
dependent species have not been protected by M.M.R.’s
and F.W.5.°s nistorically~this 1s well known throuanout
all thres of +the Blue Nountain Forests., proposed
F.W.5.°8 are axtremaly general waith 1little i1f anv
measureable criteria and accompenyaing attitude orf
enforcement. The guoted statement should be deletea
and a8 qualified statement that proven., measureable and
enforceaplew M. M.R.’sc and F.W.5.’3 (yet to be presented
by M.N.F.) are necessary.

"A nmajor <ractor atfecting the forser’z ability to
supply anagromous fasn 1s the amount of money available

to tnvest n hapitan LaprOovement proiecis  and
implerentation of livestock manadement stroteqies which
improve unsatlisLiactory riparian arceas.” nabitat

improvement orelects are needed for degraded_habitat
causad by ctimber management, yroad impacts. and as$ you
point our above a lack oI Torest sSOrvice @NIOrcement oIl
adequate grazing allotment managemant plans. If the
H.N.F. cannot etfectively mitimate z0r timber harvest,

road, Qor grazing b has no DUBlLhGEE <Cousing
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degradation. An attitude of habitat proilecrion LS
greatly lackaing in the propoesed plan.

“Forasy wlae and management area standaraes will ensure
continued populations of resident £ish under this
forest. plan.” F.W.5.’3 and ares standards i1n the
proposea plan are ovoorly conceived and too general to
be obiectively implemented. What data and roeseaich
doas tha (l.N F. havg to validly substantiate the above
quote?

*The =aupply of torage aveilable tor lLivestocx arazira
under this forest plan will be near historic lavels oz
use. Historic arazing levels have been detraimental to
numerous riparian araas ACro&ss the forest and
substantial range areas. Are¢ managed A,.U..HM. levels in
the "unsatisfactory”™ rated riparian areas to be lowerea
but somehow recompensed 1n the total forest A.U.M.
levels oy the proposed lodgepole c¢learcutting :n
riparran areas and extensive tree farm thinning and
silvicuitura: erescriptions thereby creating sdditionas
forage? Shifting rnpacts f£from one urea of the rorest
to another 18 not acceptable toe the C.T.U.I.R.

“The aupply of recreation opportunities avatlaple on
the Malheur National Forest currently exceeds the
demand for all types of regreaticn.”™ This statement 1s
tortallv <Zfalse. should be deleted, and snhould be
replaced with an accurate statement regardina xhe
following points! Hublituat manageamaps provisions 1.9..
extensive ooen road systems, wintar range therral and
forage quality and other lamiting factors have forcea
3,D.F.W. to limit hunter harvest and hunter recreation
gays by lamited entrv and short seasons. 0.D.F.W, has
ghown domrand <raater than supply for high auelity
resident trout fisheries such as the North Fork Halheur
River: no salmon sports :rishery exists on the M.N.F.
dus to rTeduced populations =~ certainly dependent on
gptimum hapitat - the Northwaest 15 famous for
international demand for salmon spoert fisheries!,
198371984 State of Oregon Elk Workshops :indaicated the
number one concern of the hunting public was too

many reoads ana not enoudan roadless quality hunting
areas: C T.U.1.R./0.D.F. ., Cooperative aqraemants
avtremely Llimit tribal fisheries on the John Day
system-these rlsneries are recrestional as well as
subsiscence.

“Undeveloped areas' statement reflecta the clear intent
of the M.N.F. to place a low value on these roadless
areas ror Iisherires and wildl:ite and watershed values,
The H.N.F. has notu even attempted to gather and present
data on the above mentionad valuas of thesa areas. A
proposed preferred alternative ¥ reduction oi present
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reaqless acraeage by 63% for the purnose of riber
productions =zays it all. “Best available inrormstion"
unfortunacely 15 cuite lamited withan dota riles of the
M.N.F. or 15 simply not bpeing adequately utilizea.

“Research Needs' - While evaluating the proposea plan
and D.E.Z.S5, pernaps the nmnost evadent feature noticed
by ¢.T.U.I.A., stazf was the continual lack o1 bassline
dats and speciraic ainfermation. creating <4 2 host or
szsumpotiens -n  developina outputs and reaching doal
Statewsnts with no realastically defendable foundation.
Water auar:ty baseline data naadse are neT  aven
mentionea .n thig secuion. This entire se¢z:on 1s
comprenensively deficrent. How do sustained yieid
nodels have intedrits without adgguate timper growth
cdata? Why naven’t baselins rfAat: and ressxrcn neoas
bean oprioritized ond effectuated during the lagt seven
years +that che M.N.F has taken to prevare this
document ?

“"Table I-4* This tabple ahould reflect the basel:ine
data needs beina recommandad by C.T.U.I.R.,
C.R.I.T.F.C., 0,D.F.W,, D.E.Q., U.3.E.P.A., and
U.S,.F,W.5., The C.T.V.1.R. racommends that the M.N.F.
corralote/meat with this multiogency 4roup to assurg
acceptable baselins data needs are mnec. Data
reguilremnents should addationally include nongane
species hapitat inventory in old growth, road corridor
and timbar hayrvest areas; big game population
distribution on sumnmar/winter/transitional ranges both
on and  adjecent to MN.HN.F, lands: open road density
information cover/forage raties itnformation including
adjacent Lanas to the NMN.N.F. 1.e.., B.L.,H., state and
private areas* watershed, wildlife, figheries and
adeguately yssessed recroation values of roadless
58MIOCLMITIVE areas! grazing allotment conditions:
water guality conditions forestwide by streoamreacn and
closs: arer Jinter ratge condition and boundaries on
and adiscent to H.N.F. lands: and a total riparian
condation tnvantory by reach and class with
conprenenslve scosvstem analysis - not just streambans
and temoeratyre variaolas.

“Community Stap:lity*_ - The approximately 1500 menmbers
of the Contederated Tribes consider not beina able to
exercise their Lreaty right by fishina on the N.N.F.
for anadromous rish to 4ny dedree a “direct impsct",
This statement should be sSo :instated here. Natural
FasouUrce basad aconomias o not necassarily efquate with
community stapility as has been well aevidenced an
historic¢ northwest nmining, taimber and cattle classic
poom ~bus cycies, True economnac diversity must
BRCOUrace recreacion, Louriss and other service
orrenced inaustries.
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"Tinber Management™ - The MN.N,F. has historically
harvested timber at rates =z2nd by prescriptions that
have virtually mined large diameter ponderosa DipRe@ rrom
extensive areas and culminated i1n a final removal of
theso highly valued lumber and haighly valuso habitat
producing treoes. Shifting the majority of the furest
to a tree farm., thinned out douglas rir. true fir
Qeosystam 12 a far cry ifirom the tremendous attributes
of diversiried, multistoried. habitat and high quality
lupber providing ponderosas pine sites. The H.N.F. has
sacrificed fish and wildlife values and water cuality
by harvesting 203 HNHBF annually -- How can an increase
of 27*% (203-253% bea justiried i1in the zace of increased
de_Tfaczo abregration to the treaty right by piecenmsal
dearaoation to long term natural resource values?

“An analysls ot the Forest’s abality +to produce tinmber
indicates that the Iorest could suwoply up to 99.2
million <cubic feet (326 million board feet? per year on
a nondeciining tlow harvest schedule.” What relevance
1% such a statemant wo a well balanced iorest plan
brocess when 1t 13 Guite obvious such & harvest level,
1 actually attainable, would be at the total cost of a
completely unnsturally occurring ecosystem on  tha
M.N.F, and subsegquent axtreme fish, wildlire., anq
racreation daetriment? Such statements anad the
mentality that accomoany thenm have no place in
balancea. legally and productively manaded diverslstied
forest for multiple use. A “physical apility or tho
forest to proques timber’ alone does not substantiate a
27% ipncrease Ln annual harvest as 1s implied here.

"The desire tor old-arowth habitat by groups such as
Izaak Ualtaon Leaqua, Audubon Society. Oregon.
Deparctment oz Fisn and Wildlife. Oregon Matural
Resourges Counceirl. and Grant County Conservationists
to meet the needs of spacizice plants and/or animal
species or Ior other reasonsa would raduce the timbaer
volume available to respond to national and regional
demands =and to maintain or exband tne wood products
ipgustry 1n  the community.” This starement i1s an
erolic:t avample of the biased attitude which oxists
withan M.¥.F, administration and the pitting of natural
resource values such as old growth habitat aqaainst
“national apa regional™ demands and maintenapce of the
local wood oroducts industry. The U.5.F.35. ana M.N.F.
10 particular are evidently not on the list of those
who aesire old growth habitat to meet the needs of
5pegiIiCc plants and/or animal sSpecias. A -mere 3,4%
(D.E,I.5. P,5-13) old growth allocation in the
preforred alternative i1g ample avidence of the M.N.F.’s
low reqarg tor this value despite the N.F.M.A. nultiple
use mandace shd Cconceph. "Multiple Use™ appears to
vranslate 1nto fiber ovroduction with all other uses

17

P.III-3

P.IIl-a

P.IIl-4

P.IXI~4

being subordinate -  avan faderally mandaeted and

protactaed treaty rights.

“This totai sell volume aversging 258 million board
fget per year 1% an increase o 59 million bourd feet
over the timber volume &old over the past 10 years

(1977-1986), This 1pcrease (& proposed to meet
increasing  damana irom local and nenlecal timber
1ndustTies. Many of these produceors are totally

dependent on the Forest for raw materials."” Here the
M.N.F. @dmitzs therir reasoning for & 55 MHBF averaqe
annual cur ncreamce. The entire proposad plan and
D,E.I.S. 1illustrate the fact that other multiple
resource considerations did not reasonably fiormulate
this increase.

The quoted drop from 35% to 30% compesition o1
pondercsa ping cxfered in -the preferred plan strongly
indicates that an overcut oFf this sSpecies hos already
taken vlace and that sustained yield management has not
taken place for ponderosa plna.

“Timnber harvest on all lands will result in improved
big~game cover/foragde ralationshivs temporary foraqe
for wildlife and livestock and will promote veqetataive
divarsity. ' The i1ntended clearcut ana overstory
removal with ertensive thinninga praccices will create
less @ld srowth., less ponderosa pine ecosystems, lese
thormal cover (as defained by Theomas-Blue Mountaan
Handboox), less hiding cover, and simply will be
directed more toward even aged managemnant.
Cover/forage models and derinations ain the proposed
wlan are not accepced (0.D.F.W./VU.S5.F.S. agreements)
models and the HM.N.F. dad not tsaske 1ipto account
cover/Inrass reti1os or lands adjacent te the M.H.F.

“asbout ane-tnira of these elk winter on the fForeat.
Managemant oz big«gane herd lavels 13 the
raspansibiilty of the btate of Oregon. Denarvment of
Fish and Wildi.fe while the USDA Forest Serv:ico manaaes
the habitat occurring con the Forest. Fule dezer
populations have fluctuated during the past forty yesrs
and are currently on a downwara trend in  TwWo orf Thae
seven 9&ne nanagerant units which include the Forest.
The limitine habitat facter on big~game pooulacions 16
winter ranaa. Management or big~vgame wainter ranqe ior
elk will provige ror cha winter:nd needs or sRule deer
35 well since available nule deer winter range 15
minimal ana ovarlaos with elk winter ranace.

All the winter ranges npave more than e@nough rorage
(arass ond 4arass-iike species} to carry both the
presant number or livestock and the present number oI
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wintering elk.

Ranchers on private land adjacent to

the Forest are concerned about the movement of elk oif

of

the Feorest to winter and spring rande on private

lznd. The increased potentisl for tha Forest to carr s
laraar pooulations ot alk will also increase tho
potential for more elk to winter on private land. The
State manasement obilective for big-gama pooulations to:x

Gane

danagement Wnits which occur on the HNHalheur

Naticonal Forest LS to supply winter “habitat for
*poproximarely 2.800 alk

i)

2)

N

4}

S5?

A grearcer numpar of elk and ceer woula winter on
tha rorest 1f better protective crizeria and
manpagament took place on  wanter ranae. Cattle
should be removed form winter range by CGetober 1
to praesarve tall green up for wildlife roraca
neads. The lack of fall greenup this year clearly
points out the valadaty of such nanagoment.
Vehicular and snowmobile tratfic must be withdrawn
from all wintar range with the @xception otf main
arterials and collector roads to enable habitat
effescivenass. Thermal and hiding cover must be
up to standards. (Thomas=Blue Hountain Handbook?
and provaide Ior deticrences of adjacent lands.

Muie deer winter range 13 not synonymous with elk
winter range necessarily and additional areas
rdentitiad by O.D.F.W. should be i1mmediately
inplementad Lo increade utilizestion of notional
forast. This wi1ll help allevasnte burgen on
rancners and help buffer pravate land inpacts on
WilALer rande.

The M.N.F. should adopt an agressive sttitude of
eptainmally providing poth quality winter and summer
habitat for o1g gamae, Joversl areas adiacent to
M.N.F. lands exist where elk ahve souant out year-
long residency to avoad high density open road use
impacts ane peor hapitat conditions.

Please present specific dats that supatantrates
the blankst stutement that “all the winter rangeas
have more than enouan forage™. Th:is should
tnclude range congition by each alleotment/winter
range area.

Past management ohilosophy of the M.N.F. haa been
to virtually wliminate themselves from
responslbility ang committment toward quality
meanadgensnt of big gzme populations, compesition,
and hunter recreacion aays. 0.D.F.W.’3
recommendations have been, for the most part, not
aadressed by M.N.F, over the last seven years.
Only a genurne and highly integrated

19

P.II-S

P.ITI~S

P.III-%S

habitat/population management scenario 15
sufficient for todays complex comprehensive
planning and implementation neeas. Tha C.T U.LI.R.
by sirtue of the treaty right should ba an
intearal part of thais process.

“*Most hunters are not concerned specafically about
population numbers but are more conoerned apout The
langth of the hunting season opportunities for success
and whether nunting will ba on a limited entry hasis
that would reauce their hunting freedom.' Thas
statamenc 15 vary misleading and should e moditied to
oortray &the ract that two game manasoment unats,
Northside ana Murderer’s Creek for mule deer &are below
1981 establishad objectives. Thomas, Leckenbv and
othaxr weall respacted researchers have strong
apprehensions ofi ocurrent VU.3,F.5. big game habitat
management and the abrlity -}3 vooulations and
compositions to maintain themsalvas. C.T.VU,I.R..
0.D.F.W., and the public at large also are skeptical o
long term sustainment and enhancement of population and
conposition lavels. Although state objectaive lLevals
may be reached distribution throughout watershed and
homs range areas mnay not be sufficlaent. As Dreviously
stated :n C.T.U.I.R. commaents. the courts have clearly
stated that fish must be present to catch in order for
the treaty right to be exercised. If, by wvartue of
Y.N.F. habitat management impacts, an &reas or watsrshea
trad:iticnally usad by tribal membars te hunt big game
becores deficient or elk or deer the opportunity to
exercise the treaty raght in that area also becomes
deficient and an inherent de _facte abrogration exists.

The M.N.F. cannot legitimately state: “Praesently the
Malheur HNational Forest cover/forage ratieo of 71/29
provides too much cover to provide optaimum big-gama
habzatat. Taimber managament actavities have impoved,
and can further improve the balance and distribution of
cover and forage. As a reasult population numpers have
tnerosased and are expected to continue to lpncrease.”
Adiacent land cover/forage ratio’s were not considared
and in laght of C.T.U.,I.R./0.D.F.%W. and cother agencies
including U.S.F.5. National Forests and Research
stations thut disagree with M.N.,F., models, this
statement should be aeleted and replaced with a
statement that reflects each of the aforementioned
polwnts spacifically.

"The Forest actavity that - most affects the management
actions of Q.D.F.W, to meet i1ts population objectives
15 tne control of access for hunters using motorizad
vehigles.” Add -~ thinning, clearcutting and other
prescriptions affects hiding and thermal cover for big
game also.
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The discussion under IRESQLUTION™ is replete with
asgumotions based on erronecus medels. incerrect ana
unqualified summer thermal and winter thermal cover
definations, no cunulative assessment ain terms of
adjacent lands and no regard for roading discount
variables, etc.. This entire saction should reflect
vach of the above considerations and not make sucn
unsubstantiated statemants as currently exist in the
text, Tha private land use section is very mislesading.
The impact of M.N.F road activity year long is & major
reascn for increased private land use and should bpe so
stated. “Forage iaprovements" will incresse use on
M.N.F. winter range 1f they refer to forage quality not
nacessarily nore opened harvested and thinned areas
deficient of cruciol hiding and thermal .cover. Fall
green~up must be prioritized tor big qame winter range
uge -~ not overutilized by cattle.

With the increase 1in aveirlable torage and the
maintenance oi livestock numbers near present leovels,
there should not be competition betwean alk and
domestic livestock for available forage on the National
Forest. Future monagement will ensure adeguate lorage
for both througn the aimplamentation of mnanagqement
stanaards.™ Increased quantity of Iforage due to
thinning and harvaesting 15 not an acceptable trade off
with loss of neaded thermal and hiding cover or big
gang.

"National envirenmental groupa (Izaak Walton League,
Audubon Society, Sierra Club, etc.?) believe that
overarazina and unregulated livestock use of these
areas results in a loss of streamside vegetation.
increasaa water temperaturs, eXcessSive bank sresion,
and accelerated sedimentation of aravel fish-spawning
araas. These groups have raised riparian manaqement
concerns +to & national level, often calling for
elimination of gqrazing. They urge that these areas
recelve spacial attention in  land management olanning.
This 18 reflected in the special mention oi ripar:an
area nanagement in  the NFMA regulations. Not
necessar:rliy by H.N.F choice and desired direction.

Locally. environmental groups, Indian tribes and the
Columbia Aiver Intertribal Fish Commission, ana other
agencies 3uch as Uregon Denartment of Fash and Wildlife
and the Environmental Protection Ageacy share these
concerns to varving deqreaes.”

This 18 another exanple ot the #H.N.F. patting natursal
rasource concernad antifies aqainst industry.
Apparenctly the H.N.F. does not identify itself witn
those who “believe that overgrazing and uaregulated
livastock use" results 1n thte above guoted imphets,
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|
but rather pooerly pretends to be the mediator.
Stewardship responsibility on the part or tha M.N.F. is
highly lacking.

“The majerity (95 parcent) eof the raparian areas on the
Forest are in a2 satisfactory condition. Only S
percent, 235 stream miles heve been 1inventoried as
unsatisfactory based on extensive areas of unstable,
eroding boanks and lack of stream surzace shadina
however, these areas arae in an improving condition.
Althoush past logging practices, roads adiacent to
streans, 1nsect outbreahs, and Ifires can and have
affected the ripar:ian areas on the Forest, the largest
impacts on stream temperature and the majority of the
gullies in unsatisfactory riperian areas have been
caused by reduction of hardwoods in these areas due to
past livestock qraozing practices and wildlife use.”

The statistics stateas above arae only assunptione
without merit aue to incomplete total inventory or all
BLreans. Spacificully identify and define with
soasureable criteria the ratings of “satisracuory”,
“unsatisfactory”, "extensive' and “improving". Please
provide date and documentation of wildlife casusinag “the
largest impacts on stream temperature and nmajority of
gullies... &tc.”. It is amazing to see the not so
subtle attempt to blame wildlife for whatever impact or
conflict of interest that the M.N.F. may doenm
supportive of their strategy.

“There are opportunitias to increase the rate o2
improvement i1n raparisan areas often these will raduce
the amount of riparian araas asvailable to livestock
grazing for some period of time."”

This staterent conveys the Ildea that HN.N.F. ifeels
justified in continuing to gqraze in degraded ripar:ian
areas becausa of livestock demand regardless of actual
need and opportunity Lo protect - planned maaintenance
of A.U.M. levals i1n the preferred alternative :ndicate
this.

“In those riparian areas in satisfactory condition up
to S5 percent of the annually available growth ox
grasses can be utilitzed. Rivcarian shrub use will pe
limited to not greater than SO percent of the annual
ava:lable arowth."

*Satisfactory Condition' has been
arosron/sgullying ana water

bazed only on
temperatures balow

“gxtensive" ratings without gqualification. What types
of shrub use will bs maintained -- npon-palatabla
spec1es to  livestock? Who decigea "55" and "50"

percent were acceptable and on whst svecific bioclodical
basi1s? Where 15 the data base information Lo supporet
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this?

Certain riparian areas on the M.N.F, have greatly
impactad youna cottonwood shrubs for axampla.
Composition quality of the naturally occurring riparian
acosystem must be maintsined, What gquality control
measures, admittedly not taken 1in the past by M.N.F..
will insure entorcement of adequate Srazing controls?

"Instream habitat improvements will ocqur over 1.5
milas of stream annually" -~ How 1s this subposed to
ke#ap uUp with impacts or 258 million board 1eet narvest

annually, extensive rroarian lodqepole clearcuts,
116,000 annually allocaced A.U.HM.’3., and over BS00C
miles of voads planned - many of wnich are in the
rrparian?

“The end result or these improvements :s that ovarall
anadromous fish numbers are oWpected to more than
double by the Yaar 2037, the M.N.,E. should
specificeally aidentify the portion of the doupling of
the run that will be attributed to their axtorts anpd
properly qualify the substantiation.

“Roadless Areas® whyY 15 no new wilderness recommendea
when tne national demand for such areas rs high and on
a steady long term Llncroasars Tha aexgeot:ionally high
values of the pine crask araa merit ser;oﬁs
consideration ror wildernass area classirlcarnion,. The
big gams habitat, old agrowth ecosvstem, oSald eaqgle
hebitat ane wacershea wvalues zar outweiqn the timber
values that could be economically extracted. Not ona
alternative considered ilnciuslon oI pilne creak roadlags
area  10te wilaerness. Has #.N.F. taken i1t upcn
themselves +to set wilderness volicy without pbublaic
OpPDOITUR1ILY to reasconably consider and provida inpuc
inte the planning process? The Halhour National rorest
2z well in line with the rest of the Blue Mountain
Forests in alraady having eliminsted nmost roadless
areas ang establ:ishing some of the hignest road
densgitities 1in the nation on national forescs. The
preferread plan to further eliminate 63% of tho avisbting
sariprimitive roadless areas and leave a moager 3.5 %
of the forest outside wildorness and the scenic area is
tipp2ng the Dbalance scale or nultiple use to oho poLint
past the stop and absolving the origanal ouroose of the
wnstrument . Even 1I the entaire 180,943 acreas ot
undaveloped areas werae retained in roadless
classitication the additional computation ox Strawberry
and Meonument Rock Wilderness and Vinegar Hill~-Indian
Rock Jcenic Area acreage would bring the total to less
than 20% of the antirs forest, B0k rousded 20% unroaged
certainly does not seam overbalanced an faver o1
roadless area values to the ¢.T,U.I.R.. but apparenctly
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153 to the M.N.F, administration. The C.T.U.I1.R.
recommends very strongly that 100% of axisting roadlesa
area be retained and that no motorized use be allowaed
1in thesa areas. 7,000 miles of axisting roads Ls Rnore
than ample for motoriged use.

2. Provide tor a distributicon and variety of developea
recreation facilities that are consistent with publice
damand for activities and experiences and are
compatible with a forest environment.” Is the M.N.F.
ranagement ot Brg Creel campgreund in Logan Valley such
an erample? Host of the beautaful old growth ponderosa
pina 1n  this campground were marked with blue paint teo
ba cut and then repaintad with black paint. The blus
paint remains outside the camparound fence even thoush
this oasis i the middle of a large haigh elevatioa
priirie 5 home t¢ nesting suandhill cranes, or hagh
cultural value, and adjacent a diverse stream/acuatic
ecosystem. On one visit this summer the C.T.U.I.R.
statf photograrhed a number of c¢attle ipside tha
campground fence and the accompanying dustbowl that was
created, On another occasion it took savaral maitutes
to gat threough all the cattle adjacent to the outside
fence whila driving out of the canpground. This type
of situarion should be an embarassment to the M.N.T.
adminietration but obviously 18 nek enough to stop
harvaest o3 this aisland of 4Lreaes or curtall grazing

LRpacts, The H.N.F. proposad plan tad aimanash
campground sServices and the aforementioned Lyoe of
nanagement situation on Bag Creek camnpground are

opposaed by the C,T.U.I.R.

"26. Provida a favorable flow of water (guantaity,
quality, and timing)* twenty years of research data on
the nearby Umatilla Barometer Wakershaed indicatas
strongly that current V.35.F.5. harvest prescriptions
1ncerease surface runoff of water. It zeems quite
reasonalhle that a subsequent higher potential oi
straambank erosion, siltation, and other uaquatic
damage may be the result. B.P.A., 0.D.F,W,, Trabal,
and U,5.F.S5. fisheries enhancemant eftorts and the
tremendous associated costs of such projects cannot
afford detrimental impacts. The M.N.F. has not even
attempted to evaluate cunulative watershed impacts.
This should ba done in relation to each alternstive and
1n relation to protection standards of each management
sSLrataeqy.

“Approximately 5,000 acras ot wildiiyfe nabitat
improvemrents will have bean completed by the end of the
first decaae.” That would be an annual average ot only
S00 acres. A couple of good sized prescribad burns for
big game range improvaments could amcunt to S000 acres.
Why =0 m@agear an aftort 1n wildiife ennancemant?
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“Thare will be 14 Ifewer developed camparound.” The
C.T.U.I.R. opposed this proposal by the M.N.F. to
reduce trecreatien Iacilities on the Forest. The M.N.F.
seems to indicate a low damand for these campgrounds-
if s0 the low usa pattern would require low maintenance
regurremnents and associated costs., The nacional demand
for such fac:ilaities is on the rise not decline and
H.N.F. policy should reflect this.

“Approxinately 1469 piles of road will hsve been
constructed. Virtually sll available and suitable
commercial toroast land will be occessea.™ Past
tranzpertation plans have not reasonably utilized
tribal and O.D.F.¥W, dinput into big game, eresion,
direct habitat loss, recreaticnal values. ana cavaty
nesting (snag retention) impacts. The provosad rplan and
D,E.I.S. are quite deficient in this regard and
adaguare information noeds to be supplied 1o0r
reasconable analysis and ainput by the C.T.U.I.R. The
very hiah gdensity of existing roods 15 of great ceoncern
to tvhe GC.T.V.I.R. particularly with the open reoad
pelicles of the M.N.F. eoxgepting a very sSmall
percantage of rouds closed for a fow weeks of hunting
5Qa50n. The M.N.F. manages the forest habitat and any
negative impacts cauged by that management are cha
M.N.F."a rasponsibility. The U.5.F.5., incliudinag the
M.N.F. has had the policy of placing road manajment
closure and enzorcement costs on Q.D.F.W. The U.5.F.S,.
18 rasponsible for impacts, not O0.D.F.W., ana cthe
H.N.F. has a direct and inherent nanagemnant
responsibility and accountability in  this regard. 1f
inadegquate fundina levels are the preoblem then a road
should net be built that cannot be mitigated ifor. The
c,.T.U.I.R. s very willing to work with H.N,F.,
0.D.F.W., the wood products industry, atc., in solving
these problems, The Umatilla Forest has propsoed a 2.5
miles per square mile open road density forest wide.
Though the C.T.U.I,.R. recommands a 1.5/sg.mi, density
at least the Umatilla is atravipng to protect wildlife
values, The MH.N.F. szheould implement such open road
densities very saricusly and develop transpoertaiton
plans accordiagly. !

“Wildlife". Hule gdeer are not mentioned in thia
saction and are supposedly taken care of in other
oortions of the provosed planrn and D.E.I.S5. under elk
habitay orovisions. fula deor have nor been
haistoriecally adequately protected. The Loes ©f hunter
recreation days by virtus -ot limited entry-ana short
$9a50Ns plus twWwo game Rnanagement unaits thet are below
state objective levels are avidence of that fact.
C.T.U.I.R. recommendcs that mula deer become an
laentlified ipndicator species.
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“Emphasize uheven-aged manasgement on 32,8832 acres in
riparian aress. In lodgepeole pine riparian stands
(4,257 ocres) emphasize aven-aged mnanscementd The
exctramely high values of the riparian systen for
watershed buffers, fisheries., non-game species, big
gama travel corradors, etc. merit staunch protection.
The economic value of timber an the 3% portion of the
entire forest rdentified to be in the riparaan
ullocataion (table S-2, D.E.I.S.) is in no  way
comparable to these aforementioned values. The
C.T.VU.I,R. recommends no-cut buffer zones of 100 ft,
nimamum on  each side of all peresnasl, anadronous. and
resident fish streams. Residant trout streams are very
mnuch &a concern to the C,.T.U.I.R. as these rish are
traditionally utilized by the Tribes and legally
protected by the 18355 Treaty right.

R T-3] It i3 not necessary to meet wildlife tree
reguirements on every acre: retain the desired nunoer
of trees, generally, on a total rescurce information
compartment bas:is.” In other words one <¢lumo of old
growth might qualify an entire T.R.I. compartment for
adequate snag level requiremonts? Thie is a highly
subjective assumption on the part orf M.Y.F. The
C.T.U.I.R. recommends State of Oregon obijective lavals
and polacy be utilized a8 minamum populakcion and
composition levals for gama and Ron-gane sSpecles.

“Timber”., The H.N.F. ahould include their digease and
pest damaged stand maps and iaventories and realirstic
impacts of harvesting thesa stande particularly with
regard to the eaxgeption rule ox larger than 40 acra
clearcuts.

“5, A narvested area of commerc:al forest lang will neo
longer ba considerad a created openina for
silvigultural pruposes when Stocking survays carriad
out in  accordance with Regienal instrucctions indicate
prescribed tree stocking 1& at lealst 4 1/2 feet hian
and free to grow." Hiding cover needs of elk dictate a
minimum  of 1Q~12 feet high standardes according to
Thomas {(Blue Mountain Guidebook) 4 1/2 feet is totally
inadequate to hide a standing elk not to mention
intended thinning prescriptions by M.N.F.

“"However, a rerorestation period of more than S5 years
may be planned to meet economic and other resource
management object.ves." There, i1n effect, is no
guarantes oY 5 yeoar reforastation nor adequats
reforestation levels withain that tame. There are
plenty o1 exisTing areas on thae M.N.F. where
rejorgstation has not worked and the C.T.U.I.R. 12
concerned with this i1ssue. Economic and viable
reforasctation oiforts must be improvea ain order o
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substantiate harvest of 3 particular stapd and inaitiata
prescriptions Ifor a site, Timber sale tunding must
provide Tor economic needs or reforestation efforts.

P,IV~32 2. Thin planted or natural stands to desired stocking
levels by the time trees are 20 years old." So
vaeoretically all stands under ganaral forest

managemant will be thinned Yy the time they are 20
years old. What 15 the effect to hiding and thermal
cever to big gape, drouse. and non-same species?  The
¢.T.U.I.R. supports a resoonsible stewardship over tha
enbire trorest wniech aoes not 1nclude a bilological
dosart on the timper mnanaaea pertion,

P,IV-35 “Management ares Z-~rangelana (95,626 acres)... “Goals".
This aqoal should specifically state forage 1s to be
nanaged to ennance wildlafe and alse faisheries
{riparian araas). Livestock foraae need are important
and integrated with wildlife needs but sghould not have
priority over wildlire/watershed values.

P.IV=-37 “Management area 3 - ... riparian" A specific
inventory should be undertaken to identi:fy all riparian zonegs and
their condigions,

P.JI~-1 The monitoring section 1s extromely weak and should be
modelea similar to the Umatilla Forest proposed forest
plan menitoring preoaram. Funding must be directly tiea
to planned ourput activivies - net subject to current
budaet derigit cuts  and thereiore bhe uncertain,
Monltoring schedules are in great need of more rragquant
implomentation afd revortind periods. The reverting,
i many cases. heeds Lo be on an annual basis N order
for errectiva C.T.V.I.R., V.5.F.3., and O,D.F.W.
management o rYisher:es and wildlife.
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PROPOSED_PLAN_AND D.E.1.5. SPECIFIC_COMMENTS_ SUMMARY

The C.T.U.I.R.’s thoughts concerning the integrity of the
oroposed plan and D.E.I.S5. should be well noted by the precedaing
comments. The C.T.VU.I.R. does not have adequate staff or time
to, in essence, strive to rewrita the entire documants presented.
The U.S.F,S. has +<hat responsibility but unfortunately has
oroduced 3 document ot highly cuestionable worth. The concerns,
commants., and racommendations c<cohtained 1in the pregeding
sections also apply to the D.E.I.S. It 1s i1mportant to note at
this time that the C.T.U.I.X. supports the revised drarft editien
of State of Uregon 0.D.F.W. comments to the M.N.F. pronocsed wlan
and D.E.I.S. Roview of fipnal 0.D.F.W. comments was not possible
beiore the comment submission deadline to the MH.N.F. The
aforementioned O.D.F.W. comments are encloced. The “"citizen’s
nultiple use alternative” comments on roadless areas are also
susported by the C.T.U.I.R. It 15 1important to reiterate the
dagire of the C.T.V.I.R. to work with the M.N.F. and Region & in
gsolving what the tribe contends as serious de_ _Zfacto sbrogration
of the 1855 Treaty Raght, Whether or not the forest planning
procass will sufficliently address this issue remains to be seen.
The Conrfederated Tribe are hoperul of resclving the i1ssue’s 1in a
planning process forum rather than being forced teo take lagal
action.
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EUGENE D TIMMS
HARNEY, LAKE MALHEUR, GRANT
BAKER. CROOK & MORROW COUNTIES

DISTRICT 30
BEALY TO ADDRESS INDICATED:
O sz
Stmg Capacd
Seiem, Oregon 57310-1247 .
0 losgncam OREGON SYATE SENATE Forest Supervisor
SALEM OREGON Page 2
97310-1347 November 22, 1987
November 22, 1987 controlled 1s a good management tool.
The "Preferred Plus Plan" I feel is the preferable plan.
We need better management and with wilderness preferably
out of the way, we need a multi-purpose concept of forest
Forest Supervisor management. The United States Forest Service must provide
Malheur National Forest a sustained yield management long range program.
139 NE Dayton Street
John Day, OR 97845 g?ank you for the opportunity to answer the Malheur Forest
an.

Dear Forest Supervisor:
Sincerely yours,

I am writing in regard to the Malheur Forest Tem Year Plan. {

First, I have six national forests in my senatorial district

and 1t certainly 1sn't easy to evaluate the studies in all

forests., My father at one time was the District Forest Ranger " "

for the Malheur Forest and I have been raised 1n this environ- Eugene "Gene" Timms

ment all of my life. State Senator
District 30

The sustained y:ield basis relating to the allowable cut has

been an argument of timber interest for years in this country. EDT/ee
Since becoming a legislator I am astonished at the power the

environmental community has with so little factual information.

I guess the power comes from political clout! In Eastern

Oregon we are all environmentalist and certainly want what is

right for the future of our cities in the long run.

I believe the temn year plan should reflect a 260 maillion
board feet target per year. This target could be achieved
by adding back all of the roadless areas into the full
multiple use category, plus removing 6,500 acres from the
recommended 50,000 acres of restricted old growth material.

Wilderness designation has hurt the allowable cut in many
forests. All areas nol under this designation should be
returned to multiple use.

Roads for timber sales should be closed after sales and the
standard for their construction should be lowered. Construction
of these roads should be sensitive to watershed and wildlife
habitat.

Grazing should be maintained at 121,000 AUMs. My experience
as an elk and deer hunter is that wildlife is continuing to
move to lower ranges. Much of this habatat 1s on pravate
property out of the mational foresey. Grazing properly



Dear Forest Supervisor

Please consider the following comments as my response to the Malheur’s Draft Forest Plan

1. Iwant the Malheur National Forest managed under the following alternative (check one):
E’Mwmmc "Preferred-Plus " [ ] The Forest’s draft plan as proposed.

[} Other

2. 1think the final plan’s annual tmber sale program ceiling for the next 10 years should be

[ Set at 270 mullion board feet/year as allowed 1n the Forest's current management plan

~F=<ISet at 245 mulhon board feet/year as proposed 1n the Forest’s new draft plan

{7 Sesat the level achievable under Afternative “Preferred-Plus,” approximately 260 mullion board feet/ycar

3, Ithink the final plan’s fevel of permilted grazing use should be.
[] Masntained at the current 117 thousand AUM's/year

{T) Increased E:Dccmascd
4. I'support seasonal road closures to enhance elk and deer habitat and to provide quahty hunting
oppoertuntties

Txes "] Ne

5§  Ithmnkthe roadless lands Congress did not designate as Wilderness should be managed for:

(] Mulnple uses ,@’Roadlcss recreanion only
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THE COMMENT DEADLINE 1S ROVEMBER 12

. So——
United States Department of the Interior Jipock .
R
]
OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL PRQJECT REVIEW e —— ]
500 N . MULTNOMAH STREET, SUITE 1692 -
PORTLAND, OREGON 67232

Movember 23, 1987

ER87/1035

Charles R Groham,
Acting Forest Supervisor
Malheur National Forest
132 NE Dayton 5t.

John Day, Oregon 97845

Dear Mr. Greham:

The Department of Intenor has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Stoternent
(DEIS) and Proposed Land and Resource Management Plan (PLRMP) for the Malheur
National Forest, Oregon. The following comments are provided for use and consideration
when preparing the finol documents

GENERAL COMMENTS

Fish and Wildlife Resources

The Fish and Wildhie Service (FW5) believes the drall documents lack adequate baseline
information for fish and wildhfe resources. They also believe the guidelines and
standards affecting fish and wildlife resources are not measurable as presented. Both
documents contain numerous assumptions, especially concerning fish and wildhfe
resources, which are not substantiated. Both documents fail to identify specifically how,
when and where fish and/or wildlife mitigating and/or enhancement actions are to be
achieved. Specific information is also lacking in the following general areas: |) big
game numbers; 2) water quahity ond quantity data, 3) inventoried condition and
classification of riporian areas; 4) distribution of old growth areas; ) road management;
and 8} grazing allotments,

Threatened and Endangered Species

This discussion should be expanded i1n the final EIS to include the following information:
There are no endangered or threatened fish on the Malheur National Forest. FHowever,
two calegory 2 candidote species are present. These are the redband treut, Salme sp.,
and the Malheur mottled sculpin, Cottus baird: ssp.

Redband trout, Salmo sp.

Neither the Proposed Land and Resource Management Plan (PLRMP) nor the Droft
Environmental Impact Statement (OEIS) recognizes the presence of the redband trout,



The omussion 1s not an oversight, but rather o belief that because the faxonomy of
redband trout s uncertain the Forest Service does not need to afford it special
protection. This is an unfortunote position becouse the notive trout is a umique genetic
resource regardless of i11s toxonomy and should be i1dentified in the plan. The taxon is
unigque, whether ultimately 1t 15 called o redband trout, a subspecies of redbond, or o
subspecies of some inland rainbow.

The Forest Service should recognize the redband trout (apparently mentioned in the plan
as inland native rainbow)} as a unique genetic resource ond a sensitive species. Locations
where the redband trout oceur should be identified in the Final EIS. In 1ts present form,
the plon only notes whether a drainage supports a "trout fishery” {DEIS, Page I11-46). The
plan should, however, make a distinction between streams that support redband (iniond
native rainbow), hatchery rainbows, or a mixture of the iwo. Special management should
be afforded those sireams supporting redband trout,

The plan should explain what 15 known obout the taxonomy of redband trout. The Forest
Service may want fo describe how they intend to deal with changes as the taxonomy is
resclved.

Malheur mottled seulpin, Cottus baird: ssp.

The DEIS recognizes the Malheur mottled sculpin as ¢ sensitive species (Page 111-40).
This fish probaobly occurs in only a few scattered streoms in the Horney Bosin, including
in Rattlesnake Creek. Dr. Corl Bond of Oregon State University reporied to FWS (pers.
comm.) that the Malheur mottied sculpin alse occurs in Devine and Poison Creeks. These
streams ore, in part, in the Burns District of the Malheur National Forest. Manogement
for this fish should include protection and monitoring of known habitats, plus surveys for
this fish in other forest streams that flow into the Harney Basin.

Guestions concerning erther species of fish should be directed to:

Jock E. Williams

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

cfo Department of Wildlife and Fisheries Biology
University of California

Davis, California 25616

(916) 9784866 or 4873

Riparian Areas

The discussion on page 5-10, third paragraph (DEIS} says 95 percenf of riparion areas i
the forest are in @ "sahisfoctory” condition, and that only 5 percent are unsotisfoctory.
However, there are no studies, standards, inventaries or data referenced 1o support these
percentages, consequently, the proposed protection level for riparian oreas from grozing
moy be inadequote to restore and protect fish and wildlife values of the Forest's riparian
areas, The final document should nglude supporting documentafion of the
aforementioned percentages and clearly define the terms Pschsfoctory® and
"unsatisfactory’.

Under eoch alternative in Chapter | |, DEIS, under "Riparion Area Management ond

Fisheries Habitat" is the following statement:

"The riparian areo and fisheries management goal Is o monage all riparian areas to
meet Oregon State woter quality standords and mainiein or improve anadromous
fish habitet. Improvement in resident trout habitot would generally be achieved
through 1mprovement n riparian condition rather than by habital smprovement
work occurring in the stream itself. Structurel habitat improvement work would
generally be for mitigation only."

This statement s Joo general. In the finol document, 1t should be exponded to include
specific information as 1o how fish habitat and riparion areas will be managed to meet
water quality standards and subsequently monitored, Specific improvements jo the
riparien condition te achieve fish habitof enhancement should also be explamed. (Other
concerns relative 1o riparian areas follow below under Specific Comments.}

Culturgl Resources

The Forest Plan/DEIS treats cultural resources as if they are qualitatively different from
other environmental resources ond can be handled routinely on en individual baests.
Cultural resources, however, are subject to the some kinds of cumulative 1mpocts as
other resources, and they are connected by prehistoric and hustoric contexts thot can be
destroyed by agency achions in the some way as ecological contexts. Today's standards
attempt to establish the context of discovered cultural resources in advance, and it 15 not
gdequme to conhinue therr idenhficahion and management selely on a project-by project
LHEN

The policy of not leaving discovered sites in the Class I "Unevaluoted" category 5
laudable, but does this mean that the Forest has, or plans, a program of followup testing
fo better understand the significance of sites identified by surfoce survey? Already, 371
historic and 623 prefustoric sites have been found in 633,000 acres surveyed. What is the
breokdown in number of Class | "Evalvoted vs. Class I} sites? How many of the
prehistoric ond tustoric sites yielded sufficient surface evidence that their significance
could be properly evoluated? How many needed subsurface testing to properly
understand their significance and oppropriate treatment or disposition? These questions
should be addressed in the E|S.

The final EIS should also provide assurance that the evaluations of discovered prehistoric
ond historic sites are not premature, i.e., conducted in the absence of lesting needed to
properly understand their significonce, Without such testing, there ore, all too often,
misconcephions cbout significance and the result is selection of incpropriate mitigation
or menagement treatment.

The DEIS does not indicale whether the Forest inlends fo corry out Section | 10 (National
Fistoric Preservation Act) systematic survey guided by dramagewide, regionwide, or
stotewrde research goals extending beyong the project level, Planning should be
undertaken now in cooperahion with the State Historic Preservation Officer. The
selection of cultural resource management clternatives does not have 1o await
completion of the State Historic Preservation Plan (DEIS, p. IV-64).

Mineral Resources

Locatgble and saleable minerals are generally well covered in the PLRMP. Production of
soleable minerals for local ond Forest wses should hove been included, olong with a
discussion of present locatable mineral activity, The latter could be readily achieved by
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describing the number and opproximate location of active notices and plans of
operations,

The one porograph devoted to geothermal resources (DEIS, page 111-88) addressed
resource development, but did not cover resource potential except on an outdated USGS
map, A more up-to-date source would be the "Geothermol Resources Cf Oregon®™ map of
1982 produced jointly by the Stote of Oregon and the U.S. Department of Energy. That
map shows the entire planming area as a region favoreble for discovery of shaliow
thermal waters of sufficlent tempergture for direct heat epplications, as well as several
hot springs.

The PLRMP should have a mineral potential mop. The map on page 111-83 of the DEIS
meets the mimimum enitenio; however, 1t should be at the same scale as the management
aliernative maps for ease of comparison. The best examples are in plons for the
Kootenor National Forest, Montana, and the Qkanogon Mationol Forest, Washington

For each of the roadless areas reviewed in DEIS Appendix C, there should be a discussion
and illustrahions of the mineral potential, The discussion of minerals is brief, ond none of
the illustrations of roadless areas give ony indication of areas of mineral potental.
Impacis of Alternatives on mitneral accessitility and secondary impacts of such
accessibility also need to be described.

Table 1¥-13, DEIS, could be expanded to include the restriction classification system as
shown in table li-11, pages II-71 and [I-72 from the Beaverhead Notional Forest DEIS.
Bureaqu of Mines has suggested a modificetion of this table, using percentages rather than
acreages, through which it may be easier to envision the comparison and comprehend the
effects each alternative may have on mineral resources. (See attached example. The
numbers are from the Beaverhead National Forest DEIS.}) The potental classification
consists of the some critenig presently used. The availlability classification consists of
four categories, including withdrawn, specific legal protection measures, special
management conditions and standard operating conditions,

We suggest the following be added to the final decuments:

- A defimhion of access categories such as that from the Beaverhead National
Forest, Montana (copy attached).

- A discussion of how munerols are affected by each of the alternatives, and a
section In the summary that compares how minerals fare by all of the
alternatives.

- A pomnt-counterpoint discussion of how munerals affect other resources and how
decision affecting other resources will, in turn, affect minerals. (e.g DEIS from
the Wenatchee National Forest, Washington).

- A large narrafive section on munerals, contaming history of development and
mineral production, value of past production, projected mineral demond, and
current operafions in locatable, leasable, and salable minerals. {e.g. Wallowa-
Whitman Nationa! Forest plan, Oregon).

- A list of current mineral withdrawals, acres iveolved, and minera! potential for
locatable and leasable minerals. Los Padres National Forest, Californig, plan ts a
good example.
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- A narratwve section on definitions of mining exploration and development terms
whal the oprations involve, and the effects these activities hove on the Forest.
(e.q. Beaverhead Nationa! Farest plank.

Water Resources

The PLRMP and DEIS should eddress the occurrence and use of ground water and discuss
measures to protect wells and springs against impocts on water quality, Monitoring plans
should include water resources, particularly the quality of potable ground-water supplies
provided to the public ond he staff.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS
DEIS

Page 1l-35 Under each aiternotive, the "Whldlife Habitat" section contains the general
statemen’ thot "Hobitad improvement to mitigate timber harvest, road construction, or
livestock grozing impacts o the wildlife resource s would occur, Habitat enhancement
would occur at g low level” Additionol information must be provided 1n the final EIS
which specifically describes where and what kind of hobitat improvement would occur,
and when 1t would be implemented. Furthermore, what 1ype of “habitat enhancement”
would occur at o "low level" and where would 1t toke place should be clearly described.

Page ]I-49, Riparian Area Management and Fisheries Hobitat and Wildhife Habstat.
G[enerol comments, riparian areas, and comments on page l-35 apply to this sechion
also.

Page 11-92, Table 1I-5. The preferred alternotive {F) Fisheries discussion on page 11-49
indicates that “Insiream habitatl improvements in anadromoys streams would be applied
at q rate of about |.5 miles per year." According to Table I1-8, i the first decade with
this alternative’s fish hobitat improverents, there would be a |47 percent increase in
pounds of anadromous fish over existing conditions. The FWS does not believe that
improving 1.5 mules of stream per year (.03 percent of the total stream miles) would
result in a 147 percent increase in pounds of anadromous fish, as imphed, especially with
a simultaneous 27 percent increase in tinber harvest. In addihon, improving condifions
for anadromous fish on Forest londs does not necessarily mean a corresponding increase
in fish numbers Other factors outside the Forest boundaries {such os upstream and
downstream passage and sport, Indian, and commercial harvest) also influence
anadromous fish numbers  The final EIS shouid clearly describe the process and
assumptions utthzed to correlate the level of stream habita? improvements with the 147
percent increase In pounds of anadromous fish,

Page 111-8, last paragraph. In addition o the reduction in aspen, all signtficant changes in
v}el-_gertuhlaglgypes ond their 1mpacts on fish and wildhife should be thoroughly dentified in
the fina .

Ploge Ill-9, third paragraph. The list of species presented does not correspond with a
Sdlmlrﬂr list on Page !1I-40 and G-1B8. These lsts should be consistent in the final
ocument.

Page 111-20, 1. Timber, third paragraph. |mpacts to fish and wildhfe resulting from the
c:or;ges Elsnmber age class diversity both long- and short-term, should be described n
the final .




Page 11-32, second poragraph. This paragraph should be expanded in the final Ei5S to
include g discussion of the adverse impacts of roads on fish and wildlife resources.

Page 1[1-34 through 36, Forage. This section should be expanded to include actual levels
of use by both livestock and wildlife by vegetative type, especially i riporion areos.
Further, the condition and trend of those areas should be described in the final EIS.

The terms "“sotisfactory" and "wnsatisfactory™ need to be clearly defined. The
opportunities to correct unsatisfactory conditions should also be clearly stated os to what
will be done, where and when.

Page 111-38, Special Habitat., FWS believes the ossumed high rote of old growth
accupancy 15 dependent upon very ophimistic and unrealistic levels of management
success, Accordingly, on dlterngtive should be developed and presented in the final £1S
which will provide for special and unique habitats under more reolistic levels of
management success.

Page |lI-41, Paragraph 3 and Page |l1-42, Paragraph [. It is stated that the optimum
cover to forage rafio Is 40760 buf fhat exssting condrtions provide o 71/29 ratie. This
Implies foroge should be increased significantly, However, information on page 11I-42
indicates there is currently more than enough forage for livestock and wintering elk.
Then it 1s stated that "enough forage to carry increased wintering elk herds may not be
available after livestock use on certain winter ranges." These statements appear to be in
disagreement and should be clarified :n the finol document. In addition, the coverfforage
ratios for the idenhfied winter ranges should be provided.

Page 1il-43. The Forest needs o select an indicator species for resident fish habitat (e g.
redband frout), and riparran zones {e.q. ruffed grouse).

Page 111-48, Sections of the document indicate that the goal 15 to meet Oregon State
Woler Quolity Standards. As indicated, there are some streams that exceed 80 degrees
Fahrenhett; therefore, the final document should provide information that delineates
which streams meet these standards and which do not.  In addrtion, reasons for not
meeting the standards should be included as well as any management action propesed to
achieve the standords.

Page l11.48, The first paragraph states that fish populations are tied to water quantity,
quality and riparian cendition. However, anadromous fish have numerous other factors
affecting their populations such as passuge by downstream doms and sport and
commercial fisheries. The finol EIS should be expanded to include a brief discussion of
these other major factors.

FPage 111-53. The second paragraph indicates that 235 stream miles have been inventoried
as being "unsatisfactory. The final EIS should clearly identify how many miles of the
Forest streams have been inventoried and what specific criteria were vsed 1o determine
which stream segments were satisfoctory or unsatisfactory. |t should also reference
infarmation which supports the classifications of the riparian conditions for ecch stream.

Page |1§-54, Paragraphs 6 and 7. The final EIS should clearly identify what portion of the
riparian areas are unsatisfoctory aos a result of livestock grazing, what is the present
condition and future trend of these areos, and what specific management actions will be
employed to improve riparian hobitat on the forest. 1n oddition, anticipated impacts of
Malheur Forest Maenagement to riparian areas odjacent to the Nationa! Forest should be
discussed,
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Page )1J-57 and 111-58, ond figure §ll-6. The DEIS do not indicate any future demand for
recreational mining. This demand may increase, porticulorly «f gold prices remain at
current levels or rise.

Paoge 111-73, 10. Wilderness. We suggest this section reference the Bureou of Land
Management (BLM) wilderness study areas adjocent to the Forest., These are the Aldrich
Mountain WSA (OR-2-103), Malheur River-Bluebucket WSA (OR-2-14) and Strowberry
Mountain WSAs {OR-2-98A, 98C ond 98D)., These WSAs were addressed in the BLM's
Oregon Wilderness EIS (Draft, 1985) andfor in the Supplement ([986)., The final EIS 13
under preparation. BLM's lost published recommendation was in support of designation
for QR-2-14 and in support of nondesignation for OR.2-928 and OR-2-103. Regardless of
BLM's fingl recommendations, Congress will ultimately make the decision. A poragraph
acknowledging the siatus of BLM WSAs, end impacts (if ony) resulting from Forest
management actions, should be added where appropriate.

Page lll-74, a. Sirawberry Mountain Wilderness, Three small BLM WS5As, Pine Creek
(5&—2-582{‘, Sheep Gulch irﬁﬁ—i-%ﬂ, and Indion Creek (OR-2-98D) are adjocent to the
Strawberry Mountain Wilderness on the western and northern boundaries. These three
W3As, totahing 1,149 acres, were restored to study stajus as a result of the court decision

in Sierra Club v. Wat1 (1985).

Pages 111-83, 11-Biy, 11)-85, 111.B87, and Appendix F, page F-8. There appears to be an
inconsistent numbering system for the mining districts, For example, on page [I[-83 the
district morked with on 8 is labeled "Greenhorn,” but on pages !11-84 and 111-87 the
Greenhorn is No. 4, and on page F-8, 1t 15 listed as No. 5. Also, the mineral areas on page
111-83 are numbered to |6; however, the key on poges Li[-84 ond 11I-85 ends with No. 12,
These pages need some correclions.

Page iV-23. The final EIS should describe the effects to foroge, cover, and other wildhfe
resources expected to occur as a result of chonging from ponderosa pine 1o selected
species of fir.

Page 1¥~29. The big game numbers generated from the forage model should not be used
becauvse of the exclusion of other relationships such as hiding ond thermal cover and
roads.

Page 1V-29. The final EIS should describe the impacls to big game animals expected as g
resull of changing from pine to fir.

Page V-30. The number of miles of fence and the impacis to big gome movement
associgted with fences should be identified in the final EIS.

Page I¥-34. The final EIS should identify and discuss the effecis of management
activities on old growth distribution by timber type.

Page [V-35. The finol EIS should clearly state what "moderate-to-high levels of fish
hgbitat improvement® mean. if this habitat improvement refers 1o the .5 miles of
strearm discussed on poge 11-49, 1t should be so identified.

Paragraph 5 mentions shade and woody material a5 two important woter quality and
hatatat factors that timber harvest can affect. An equally important impoct creoted by
timber harvest 15 siltahon and sedimentation from disturbed soils. This should be
addressed in the final EJS. ;



Page IV-37, Paragraph 2. The term "lumited hvestock grazing* shouid be clearly defined
in the final EIS.

Page IV-37, Paoragraphs 5 and 7, It 1s indicated that under the preferred alternative
Timited Tivestock grazing could oceur on 70 miles of stream with unsatisfactory riparion
areas. The final decuments should provide more information concerning the permitting
of grazing on riparian oreas idenhfied as being significantly degraded,

Page IV-40, Paragraph 3. The final EIS should explain how State water gquahity standords
will be met in the first decade on streams that presenily do not meel the standards.

Page 1V-63. In several cases, the DEIS states that cultural rescurces will be destroyed
through the implementation of the Plan. Is this inadvertent or wntentional destruction,
and will such destruction be mihgated?

Poge IV-72. While the Forest acknowledges the relationship between access end
restrictive management, the definition of restrictive 15 not provided. For example, Table
W-13 shows a total of B,340 acres under restrictive management for the preferred
alternative, while Monagement Area 7 (Vinegar Hill) which would be managed for scenic
values, exceeds 13,000 acres. Management for scenic values implies some restrictions of
this historic muning area, but the impacts ore not described,

Pages IV-73 ond [V-74. These two pages need to be clorified regarding rmuneral
development rights.” The claimont does have an inherent right te reasonable access to
clarms and the 36 CFR 228 regulations also pont out that "an eperator 1s entitled to
access In connection with gperations,.. ' This shovld be mentioned in the discussion on
roadless oreas. It covld be pointed out that cccess to mineral resources could prove to be
on exception in keeping an area roadless as the Forest Service will recognize valid
exishing rights. Denying reasonable access would discourage mineral exploration and
development which would be a violation of the laws and policy acts.

Page 1¥-88 Efiecis on Plans of Qthers--BLM  We oncourage the Mores! lo continue
coordinutton with BCM. The docurments conlain armissions and errars regarding adjacent
BLM londs and management plans For examnple, there 15 no mention of the $trawberry
Mt. W5As. While DEIS Appendix A {page A-6) references BLM's Buras and Vale Districts,
Prinevilie District also manages lands adjacent to the Forest, Appendix A does reference
Aldrich Mountain WSA, but Appendix C (page C-10) ts in error by stating thot BLM land
adjacent to the Forest's Aldrich Mountain roadless area 15 "too small for consideration,”
Aldnich Mountain WSA {OR-2-103) contoins 9,395 acres. BLM recommended that this
WSA not be designated wilderness in the DEIS prepared by BLM in 1985. The final EIS 15
under preparation.

BLM 15 also involved 1n o sigmficant effort to enhonce riparian areas on lands it
admurvisters {Oregon/Washington Riparien Management Plon, BLM 1987), We are
concerned that the Forest, in apparently not being aware of this, has the potential to
Jeopardize investments BLM expects to make over the next 5-10 years for restoration
and enhancement of riparian areas.

¥i1-3. List of Recipients. Unless these orgamizations do not wish to be on the mailing
Tist, we suggest the following be added to recetve the final documents:

The Northwest Mining Association in Spokane; the Eastern Oregon Mining Association in
Baker, the Geothermal Resources Council--Pacific Northwest Chapter; Northwest
Petroleum Associahion; and the Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries.
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PROPOSED LAND AND RESQURCE MANAGE MENT PLAN

Page Hi-4, Big Game Habttat, The first parogroph stoles that “the hinuting factor onbig
game populations 15 winter range." The next paragroph says "all the winter ranges have
more than encugh forage to carry beth the present number of livestock and the present
number of winterning elk.” 1f there i1s more than encugh (excess) winter forage, then why
151t o imting factor? The final document should clarify this apparent diserepancy.

Page I11-6 and Ill-7. Refer to the Draft EIS comments provided above for Page 5-10,
third paragraph. Chapter lil also refers to unprovement of overall fishery habitat on 1.5
miles of streom annually under the preferred plan, This amounts to improvements on
three-hundredths of | percent of the Forest's 4,700 miles of stream, The FWS cannot
concur that this meager habitat wmprovemen? would result in g 62 percent increase in
anadromous fish production (P. 10, overview) when. 1) timber harvest is increased 27
percent (over 77-86 average), 2) there 5 o 40 percent grazing utdization of
“unsahsfaciory™ riparians, and 3) a 55 percent grazing utilizotion of “sohisfactory”
riparians,  Projections of such increases in anadromous fish production must be
substantiated with adequate supporting dato in the final document,

Poge 1II-8 and 9, Resolution. Thus section indicafes that the preferred plan would
maintain only 37 percent of the existing roadless areas. The remawning 63 percent of
current unroaded areos would be developed. Roadless areas now provide quality fishing
and hunting opportunities as well as other forms of recreation which are not available
elsewhere. Ophimum conditions for big game dlse exist in these unroaded areas with
minimal human presence. The FWS5 recommends that 100 percent of the existing roadless
areas continue to be managed as such to matain their undeveloped status and fish and
wildlife values. As a minimum, all roadless aress should be retained until the forest can
complete and gnalyze a baseline inventory of existing fish ond wildlife resources. Such
an inventory has not been presented or referenced in the subject draft documents, and
without 1t, 1t 1s impossible to identify impacts. Relaining all roadless areas would
provide significant rescurce protection until a baseline for fish and wildlife resources 1s
completed.

Page 11-1, Manogement Direction. There should be a discussion of minerals g5 o resource
ond manogement practices related to munerals.

Page IV-33 Why are cultural resources investigations and management limited only o
Management Areas 1, 3, 4A, and [4?

Page IV-35, Area 2, Rangeland. Why are no culiural resource investigations/management
prescriphions planned for the Rangeland area of the Forest? The DEIS (Page I11-70, 71)
points out the destruction ond damage that livestock can do through tramping and
trailing, and states that cultural resources, around springs i the southern two-thurds of
the Forest, are particularly vwinerable.

Poge IV-33, Minerals and Geology, 1tem 2. The Forest should check with the National
Marine” Fisheries Service 1o determine if nohfication 1s desired of any mineral
development that would affect anadromous fish habitat.

Page IV-48 and page 1V-50; Minerals and Geology, Item . Where valid existing rights
exsi, achivihies 1hatl might otherwise impoir Wilderness values may have to be tolerated
ond regulated only to insure against undue and unnecessary activity.
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Page V=50, Area ||, Semi-primitive Motorized. Why are there no cullural resource
investigotions/managemen! prescriphions for these areas of the Fores!? Motorbikes, 3 ‘
and f4-wheelers, cors and pickups nol only directly domage cultural resources, liohocheray e

particularly along ridges, prehistoric and historic access routes, and river tecraces, but Hineral Potentfs) Category (HPC)! Hincral Potentist Categary (HPC)

also provide dccess to these resources and increase the potenhal for vandalism,
i 1 11 v ¥ 1 1 111 1 v
Page 1V-53, Minerals and Geology, Item |, It might also be udws‘uble to stipulate that towt wres | 579,789 | 425,002 h1sz00l o 0 216,257 | 376,288 1,302 .046] 173,03 0
access or new roads will be restricted, whenever passible, to existing woys, troils, or of patential
designated utility corriders,
Access
f Cateqory?  Percent of total acres of esth WL affocted Pertent of total acres of each MPC affscted
Page 1V-54. The Preferred Alternative map reveals that existing Special Interest Areas SERR
w;ii be reduced in size and converted 1o general forestfrange use. How will this affect A iz % ul e o ¢ 0 1 5 0
the specigl protection provided all resources, including cultural? The historic railroad 8 27 z a0 0 1 4 12 1 0
and mirung districts on the Forest could also be given Special Interest profection. A
9 g Sp erest e ¢ 6 z a o 0 0 0 8 1 0
Page 1V-58. Under the discussion of "Resource Elements’, a discusston of "Geology and 0 3] 80 sl o 0 99 55 6 3 0
Minerals" oppears to have been inadvertently left out in fhe management discussion of
"Semiprsmitive Nonmotorized Recreation Areas." A discussion simidor to the one under
"Semiprimitive Motorized Recreohon Areas" would be adeguate. A a 0 1w 0 0 o 0 6 54 0
8 6 z i 0 ] 2 5 B i 0
Index. An Index showing the location of cultural resource discussions would be useful, AL 2 )
¢ 23 4s 2| o 0 54 58 34 17 0
Appendix A, Activily Schedules In as much as inventory of mineral resources is o 55 52 al o [ % £l 52 2 9
essential to complele multiple resource management, it might be edwvisable to mhate Vsee attachment 2, from [C1S, Wa)lowa-initmen Hational Forest, Oregon.
mineral investigations as part of the imitlial Activity Schedule, 25ee attachment 3, From OIS, Deaverhead Natfona) Forest, Hontona

SUMMARY COMMENT

Prior to the development of a final EIS and Mgnagement Plaon the Forest Service should
complete a baseline inventory of all the Forest's major resources, Until this 15 done, the
impacts to the existing environment of any plan cannot be either adequately analyzed or
momitored.  Further, uscble guidelines, meoasurable standards and specific mihgaotive
1§chniques and measures should be @ part of ony comprehensive plan subsequently
adopted.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your Proposed Plan and Droft EIS.

Sincerely,

' )
Clade S /Q\kg‘_
Charles §. Polityka

Regional Environmental Officer
Attachment
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Table 1I-51
Hincral Bvoluation Report
Alrarnative A
Prherey Too—fneryy
Accens Vory Azecan
Cotrpory Lepr Fod tugh ph  Cabgpory low Fod tigh igh
A 101,08 230,311 0 0 A 0 193,812 66,88 70,612
8 12,765 172,068 16,648 2,395 B 1] 42,167 6,927 154,782
¢ 572 104,542 1,858 m ¢ 0 0,639 10,238 47,27
D 58,218 BIS,119 357,182 213,140 D 0 85,082 MO,999 307,178
Altermative B
Engvyy HomPnorgy
Aaceas Very Acceas Very
Category low Hod High Wagh  Catepory lov Hod Figh  High
A 101,081 76,82 o 4] A 0 177,613 1] 0
B 2,470 116,09 19,317 3,369 B o 35,877 10,914 94,450
c 29,666 467,929 220,281 115,770 [ 0 474,729 191,%7 166,910
D 39,818 721,428 136,762 97,04 D 0 455,%6 220,940 317,204
Altermntive C
Bnoryy Yoor-Fnergy
Access Very Aeceas Vexy
Category_ low Fod Rygh  Migh  Catepory  low Hed Toph __ Figh
A 128,066 481,154 329,998 165,742 A 0 704,850 267,63 131,%87
3 31,85 105,673 23 110,690 B 0o 27,09 1,632 75,767
c 10,889 169,777 8,569 11,263 c 0 95,162 29,810 15,663
D 30,246 625,104 37,530 28,933 D 0 315,597 119,704 195,572
Altemative D
Broapy. Yoa~tneryy
Azons Very Access Very
Calrgory Lovs Mol High iigh  Cotepory Low Hod Hagh Bigb
A 127,970 &072,124 201,920 123,976 A 0 %4137 19,24 100,399
5 4,072 207,17 W4,BA 14,872 B 0 B,286 49,076 138,657
C 2,9 W1,679 50,680 4,115 < 0 1,08 68,515 141,007
D 18,685 470,073 78,877 51,294 n 0 305,02 114,207 199,69

Artachment 1

Taible 1§ « E1 cont

Pherpy s tem-Biy RY .
Accena Viry Ancoan Very
Caterory  low Mot iy I tipte Categocy Low Hod High gty
A 2,520 126,%93 0,851 125,976 A 0 W,E89 98,997 713,40
& S, 17F 2,218 29,459 12,822 B 0 a0 T{SIT O 0133
c 38,575 560,449 151 DO 36,39 c 0 20,867 180,352 D548
4 16,660 405,538 113,09 49,458 D 0 91,91% 122,166 180,065
Alcemative €
Energy Yoa-Bncrry
Accens Aocens Very
Cacezpry Low Hod tigh laph  Catecory Lows texd Hagh High
A lor,081 85,511 40,857 0 A e 225,%9 2,140 0
B 1,004 139,404 Q 0 ) [+ 18,57 12,730 111,164
< 13,572 459,851 JE,20 92,401 c 0 446,057 178,442 154,740
[ 35,319 697,507 147.0m0 M8 461 D 0 45,007 DL,120 2613
Alternative B
Proetpy Yoofnerxy.
Aceosa Very Access Yexy
Category | low Hod Mgh High  Catepocy . lov Hod Miph  Tagh
A 1oe 08  152,26) 12,907 1] A 0 126,769 68,068 70,612
8 95 185,669 13,068 0 B 0 42,368 63,272 n.1n
C 7,097 466,101 226,368 132,792 c 0 53,529 197,338 151,466
0 4,768 566,754 135,220  E3,345 ] 0 397,530 154,971 277,306
Alrernative 1
Bhoryy too-Bargy
Accens Very Accesa Very
Category Lo Hod High gl Carcpory low Hod sz agh |
A 128,405 B09, 421 330,757 168,615 A 0 BABALY 129,759 159,00
3 1,750 66,933 636 943 B 0 6,136 1,662 62,664
< 9,885 116,55 3,699 9,00 c 0 0,952 1,700 5,509
b 32,99 383,998 41,248 37,09 D 0 20719y 82,102 211,5%
Altemative W
By tun-Prerry
Azccan Vory Accese Very
Ategory low Hod High Wigh  Catrgocy low Hod lzph lagh
A 118,629 355,564 12,019 0 A 0 06,971 106,567  Du.bi4
B 1,%1 91,450 1,906 3,225 B 0 21,094 8,748 68,M0
c 38,655 06,822 170.9% 119,53 Cc 0 L7437 176,320 2,737
b 12 19 428,072 171,359 93,49 D 0 379.20 133397 194,518



Catcqory A

Category B

Category C

Cagegory D

Withdrawn or proposed for withdrawal from mineral
entry,

l. wilderness areds.

2. Hi1ld and scemic rivers

1. Sites for facilities

4, HMWistoric aad cultural sites
5. Developed regreation sites.

Statutes or execulive orders require specific
protection or mitigation measures.

1. Proposed wilderness areas.

2. Congressionally mandated wilderness study areas.

3. RARE |l Further Planning arcas.

4. T & E Specles.

5. Roadless (Type 1) dispersed recreation areas.
6. Cultwrally significant arcas.

Special conditions exist on lands which require
special lease stipulations or plan of operation
conditions.,

1. Big game winter raage.
2. Eik calving area.
3. Riparian area.

Standard )ease stipulations and plan of operation
conditions apply.

1. Timber production areas.
2. Existing mineral processing areas.
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Kenneth L. Evans, Forest Supervisor
Malheur National Forest

139 NE Dayton Street

John Day, Oregon 97845

Dear Mr, Evans:

The Environmental Protection Agency {EPA} has reviewed the Oraft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and proposed Land and Resource
Management Plan (LRMP) for the Malheur Natiomal Forest, Oregon, prepared by
your staff. The DEIS presents several alternatives for management of the
Forest's 1.4 million acres, whtle the LRMP expands on the DEIS preferred
alternative. Qur detailed comments concerning the combined DEIS/LRMP are
enciosed. Our review was conducted In accordance with the Nationa)
Environmenta) Policy Act, and our responsibility under Section 309 of the
Clean Afr Act to determine whether impacts of proposed federal actions are
acceptable n terms of envirommental quality, and human health and welfare,

We appreciate your staff taking the time to meet with us in Seattle on
October 26, 1987, to go over the documents, and to answer questions over the
phone during ocur review. The LRMP/DEIS is a major planning document which
deserves both the efforts put into its development by your staff and the close
attention of the public and agencies.

The DEIS raised some concerns and the proposed LRMP, as written, does not
clearly preclude the possibility of adverse environmeatal impacts. We have,
therefore, rated the DEIS/LRMP EC-Z (Envircnmental Concerns - Iasufficient
Information). A summary of the EPA rating system for draft EIS's is enclosed
for your reference. This rating reflects our primary concerns that the DEIS
and LRMP did not clearly provide the necessary protectioan for water quality
and sensitive beneficial uses given the high level of grazing and timber
harvesting outputs proposed. The major reasons for this are:

1. Insufficient presentation of existing conditions;
2. Standards relating to fish habitat, riparian areas, water, seil

and air that are much too general to assure adequate protection
of these important resources;
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3. The Tack of a clear commitwent that activities eunable to meet
the adopted standards would not be allowed to occur unmodified,

4, Insufficient analysis of risks to water quality and beneficial
uses caused by stream sedimentation from planned activities, and

5.  The lack of any monitoring plan proposed for water quality and
s011s, and insufficient monitoring plans proposed for fisheries
and riparian areas.

We believe that some of the information and analyses that were not in the
draft documents exist, and that the final EIS and LRMP can be made to
adequately address our concerns, In doing so, some significant revisions or
new analyses may be necessary. Once you have had a chance to consider these
comments, we wiil contact you to offer our assistance during the process of
finalizing the documents, We are confident that we will be able to work
together positively to prepare an effective final EIS/LRMP.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the DEIS/LRMP. Continued
coordination and any questions should be directed to Mr. Steve Dubnick of our
Environmental Reviews Section at (206) 442-8512 or FTS$-399-8512.

Sincerely,
Puloodt DT 2mel
Robert $. Burd

Director, Water Division

Enclosures

cc  0DEQ
0DFW
CRITFC
CTUR
BLM, Portland
USF3, R-1
USFS3-R-4
USFS, R-6

0.5, ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY REVIEW REPORT:
PROPOSED FOREST PLAN AND DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FOR THE MALHEUR NATIONAL FOREST

(eneral

The EIS deseribes the affected envirenment and analyzes the eoviconmental
consequences of unplementing alternative schemes for managing the Malheur National
Forest (MNF's) natural resources, it 1s meant to support the reasonablencss of the
seleeted Forest Plan (LRMP). The LRMP itself is designed to establish the framework lor
planning during the next 10 to 15 years We rccognize, however, that LRMPs typically do
not provide detailed planming for individual projects Given the prejected outputs of the
EIS preferred alternative, the LRMP describes how these outputs may be achieved. The
key is that the cubputs are targets. The standards and gundelines presented wn the [ RMP
(ot forestwide and management arca-specific} are terpreted us the pranary “rules @

In order to deteemune whether the standards and plaromg framewaork i the proposed
LRMP will sufficiently protect environmental quality, and public health and welfare, Lhe
associated EIS should include more detailed descriptions of the affeeted enviromnent and
envirenmental conseguences. In pacticular, too little information cegarding existmg
conditions of fish habitat and pipaman arcas on the Malhour National Torest (MNR) 1
presented. Withoat thorough deseriptions of exsling conditions Gneluding any curscnt
degradation), an adequale environmental consequences analysis is dofweult Lo perform
Sumlaely, L1 diffscull Lo determne whether the levels of mmpaets that are predicted we
a¢ ceptable, or whether the proposed standards sutficiently avoid or nunitmre mpacts
Many of our following comments sheuld be read wath this in mind

Additional diseussions of existing conditions and the processes the Potest Seevice
will uilize donng unplementation of the LRMP widl help provide the neeessary support
for later specilic planming deestons  We expeet that mueh of what we suggoest [or
wnelusion 1in the final CIS and LRMP 1s avalable or can be reasonably oblamed. We are
eptimistic that the Ninal documents will be adequate for decision making and for planming
future actiities on the LRMP that are environmentally sound.

Water Quality and Water Supplies

Current water quality conditions are not desceribed in the DLIS. There 1 some
gencral discussion on the mager tivers and anadromous fnhenies use, but no speathie
information on where the sensitive uses oceur {e.g., spawning and rearing, and water
supphes)

The stated management dircetion of the Malheur Natronal Forest includes a goal Lo
"Moantam or enhance water quality te meet State of Oregon stundards, eonsidering
downstream uses and protection of other riparian and Floedplain values” (LRMP (V-2).
We feel this should be accomplished through stated fishery/water quality drainage
objectives tor the Forest; careful cipanan area management; applicatton of
best-management practices; and soil, water, and [ishery resource improvement peejeets,



The dralt plan does nol adequately wdentify diamage ohjectives suul 1t lueks o
watershed resource invenlory., A watershed resource mventory summarizes faels,
recarded measurements, observations, and other evidence which ean be used to
determine management objectives for rivers and strcams. Oregon's water quality
standards and water quality management plans, for instance, were developed using
wventory information  An inventory 1s a key element needed for effeetive resource
management The drawnage objectives derived from the resouree inventory then provide
a means of inplementing the plan

From mformation provided mn the DLIS, there 1s no assurnnce that Oregon Water
Quality Standerds will be met. Fornstance, the DEIS mentioned that anadromous fisl,
spawnung oceurs 1p the John Day basin It was also stated that there are 409,000 aeres
of old growth hahitat, nearly 30 percent of the forest (DLIS [11-9) The location of the
spawning areas and the old growth was not dentified. IF logaing oceurs m old growth
areas which alse support salmonid spawning, the use of the stream could be adversely
affected. This could constitute a violation of the antidegradation part of Orcgon's
Water Quahty Standards  This subjeet 15 nol sddiessed i Lhe DRIS

Inereases m sediment which alfeet Lishegies are denthied o Lhe DUIS. Yol there
1s no data which shows where this occurs in the forest [urthermore, no plan for
momtoring future increases 1s mentioned. This makes it extremely difficult to evaluate
effects on water quahty which would result from implementing the varous options
identified in the plan

Other henefieial uses of the water resouree may he affeeted and need to he more
thoroughly nddeessed in the plan There are Lwoe mumeipal watersheds wn the Malkhen
Nalional Porest Are these unhiltered, surface water supplics? Under an TPA proposed
rule, 85 required by the 1986 amendments to the Safe Drinking Water Act, an
agreement would have to he reached with the Forest Serviee that would allow the
mumetpalities to have conirol over activities in the watershed that could adversely
affeet water quabity m order for the mumcpalitics to eontinue to use these sources
without Diltration,

To assist with the overall water quahty management program, we are developing
water quality summary sheets for cach of the National Forests  The purpose i sl
to that of a "I'act Sheel” used to cvalvale NPDLS permits A deaft copy for the
Malheur National Torest 1s being enclosed for your wnformation. The intent s to
identify a form for watershed resocurce inventories which could be used by CPA and the
Forest Service to address water guality concerns. Streams lsted under "Drasnage
Objectives” only represent a starting point. The Forest 1s encouraged to expand this List

Fish and Fish Habitat

Discussions of Mish and [ish habitat should be expanded in order Lor us Lo determine
that adverse impacts to fish are aveided The process that will be followed to protect
fish habitat must start with consideration of the existing condition of the habitat. The
adeguacy of the standards designed to mantan habitat quahity, and of the momitoring
program used to determine that the standards are being achieved, relates dircetly to
the current status of the Lish populations und thewr habitat. The fish sections of both
Chapters [l and 1V are appropriate places to suminamze much of what we suggest be
included elsewhere in the documents in terms of impacts from graziong, timber harvest,
and roading In nipanan arcas, as well as sedument nields from upslope activities.

1L s noted that where Lish hadnlal has dechned it has been due o hivestork damsage
to oipurin areis, loss of strewm shade, placer ounng activibies, and mercused
sedimentation  Areas where Lhis has oceurred have not been wentified, however,

We agree with emphasis being placed on undertaking fish habital unprovement
projects 1t should also be emphasized that fish habalal inip ovement work, while
unporlant and potentially very suceessful, docs not take the place of avaiding nnpacts

from the beguumg,

EPA concurs with the recommendation of the Oregon Department of Fish &
wildlife that some species of resident fish be included as Indicator species on the
forest Certamnt resident fish species on the ferest are especially sensitive Lo
temperature mereases or have narrow temperature tolerances. Protection of these
species could Lurther the protection of water quality in non-anadromous streams.

Sediment

The diseussions of sediment yields and impacts should be expanded m Uie final LIS
Information summarizmg the extent and location of high hazard lands (relative Lo
erosion and mass wasting petential) needs to be mapped.

Erosion standards would be appropriate to develop, especialty for the high hacard
lands, Counsidermng the additional mput from roads, and from other activities such us
Livestock grazing that may oceur in the same basin, concern for [ishery impacts
becomes more sigmilicant  Ideally, sediment yield predietions, ecupled with appropriste
standards and moze emphasis on momtoering, eould be used in planmng ps one screening
toao! to help determine allownble levels of activities wathin a basin over time.

The final CIS should summarize the knowledge regarding sedimentation and fishery
unpacts, and desepibe any mitigating Factors that may exist on the MNI. Tor example,
approximutely 20 percent hmes by deplh nppears Lo be a threshold above whaeh suevival
to emergenee of eggs and nlevins deereases deamaticatly. low would sedunent yield
nereases relate Lo instream sedunientation on the MNI™?

Finally, forestwide averages are useful for general comparison among alternatives;
however, benefieial uses of water must be protecled wherever they oceur. Ihigh
sediment. yields n onc basin averaged agawnst no inercases i another do not establish
that benefieal uses are protected.

Grazing

The final EIS should 1dentify the areas where grazing-related water quahty or
other riparan area problems exist. For the portions of these arcas that support
anadromous fish habitat or other highly sensitive beneficial uses, the final EIS should
speeifically identify the steps (structural or non-struetural) that will be taken to reduce
the sk of damage Lo acceplable levels. Domestie water supply watersheds and
anadromous Nish hattat should be munaged for particularly low levels of impael. For
anndromous Nish, 90 pereent of the Smolt Habitat Capability [ndex may be approprisle,
Where 1t 15 concluded Lhat unpacts to benefieial uses would be unavoudable, grazing
should be eonsidered on incompatible use and livestock should be excluded. Included 1n
tlus evaluation should be estimates of the amount of land that would be unavailable for
grazing should identified significant conflict areas be excluded. The potential impacts
to the local and regonal economies should also be estimated.



Riparian Area Management

Riparian areas are designated in the proposed Plan for providing timher and other
outputs, with the wintent of allowing long-term maintenance or nuprovement of
mparian-area quality at the same time In order to support that the propased levels of
these other outputs can be obtained without sermously damaging the functions and values
of riparian arcas, discussions dealing with them should he expanded  The relative
unportancee of different niparian aeeas on the MNT, thea existing conditions, and (he
unpatls of grasmg and tunber harvesting activibios on them should boe more fully
addressed.

A map depicting the grazing allotments of the forest was supplied diceetly to this
office. Thus map also identified the mparian areas wathin each allotment that have been
wnventoried as having an unsatisfactory condition, Thus information should be wmeluded
in the final EIS with a reasonable explanation of the information contained on the map
It should include an wwentory of the grazing allotments along with a quantification of
total mparan arcas and unsatisfactory riparman arcas willun cach allotment, The
inventory disgussien should alse wielude existing and planeed umprovement piojects
within each allotment and any known (or expeeted) recovery rates resulling leon the
unmprovements.

Cumnlative Impacts

We have discussed the use of "area analyses with gther national lorests and
generally support thewr use. It would appear Lhat much of Lhe detaled analysis we
hehieve Lo he necessary, but whach Lhe [orest Plan eannol provide and can he missed by
unchvidual project cvaluations, would be ncluded m Uns level of study  Acea analyses
would be the most appropriate vehicles for evaluating the cumulative effects of many
similar activities, and the combined effepts of dufferent types of activities, occurrng in
a fawrly large area and over & period of time. The FEIS should deseribe the role that
"area analyses" will play during the plan implementation.

Beeause detailed and speerific analysis of cumulalive unpacts are estremely
wnportant, the tinal Plan should diseuss i some delasl the process (or assessaing thom on
the MNF For example, for how large an area {(2md order dranages?) would such
analyses be performed? What period of time between projects would be considercd?
Would all activities producing sediment in the area be included (e g , timber harvests,
plus roads, mines, grazing, cte)? low will mulliple ownceshup dramages fil into these
analyses? Will documents he prepared and available for publie review and comment?

There 15 potential tor conflicts to oceur over sigmficant portions ol the MNI
especitlly between grasing and bunber harvest activibies and ueportant pgquatice
resorces  Also, relatively Lage acreages are proposed Lo be developed Tor the Lt
time We theielore heheve that arca analyses would be appropriate to perioem for all
watersheds m which developiment is planned near important aquatie resources. We
further behieve that such analyses should generally receive publie ceview as draft EAs
or EISs, depending upon the resource conflict potential of the projects.

Standards and Guidelines

The standards and guidelines adopted tn the LRMP deline the bounds witlun which
individual activitics on the Forest must be undectaken The wllumate aceeptatnhty of
activities depends on their bemng unplemented under approprinte standads, 1L s with
this 1n muind that we reviewed the standards and guidehines presented in Chapter [V ol
the proposed LRMP. Along wilh the propased momtoring progrium (which s intended in
large part to ensure that stunddards are being mel), we consider the adoplion of
adequate standards and guidelnes to be the heart of the LRMP,

It would be useful to scparate standards from guidelines wn the final Plan. The
definitions of each should be provided n the glossary; having both clearly presented can
make the plan much more understandable as well as easier to implement. (Sece our
comments for chapter IV of the LRMP for specific remarks on the standards and
gurdelines )

Moniforing

For the most part, the momtornng requircments are too general and are inadequate
to assess the effectiveness of practices applied or the umplementation of the Forest
Plan  An example of what we consider to be the essential elements of 2 momitorng
program 1s attached for your reference.

Aclievement of the drmnuge objeetives and wmprovement projecls (as diseussed
previously under Water Quality and Water Supplicy) can only be evaluated by water
quality montoring and Lishery habitat surveys The draft plan docs not Wentify a water
quality momtorng progratt, nor cmtera for evaluating riparan arcus (vegelation
condition, streambank erosion, ete.}

For water guality, our prunary concern i1s the protection of beneficial uses
Standards and guidehnes, and BMPs, are meant to provide this protection but they may
not always be sufficient. Momtoring must therefore be dicceted at the benelicial uses,
as well as Lo determuming that BMPs ete., were apphed  The role of project snmpling,
us well as monltoring not tied to any one project, should be outlined. Long-termn
momtoring need not be reported any more often than five years. However, if at any
time standards or guidelines are beng violated or beneficial uses bewng significantly
alfected, project or Plan revisiens/evaluations should be tiiggered.

Momtoring of Dish and niparin halutal condition s nol diseussed  This s 2
significant omission  Not coly should the Plan emphasize avoiding problems ( e.,
avading the need Coe unprovements), but without ambient condition momtoming new
necds lor inprovement projeets or management direeion modification could not bhe
easily identifred or predicted. Also, the reporting permod for habilzt condition
momtoring would need to be more frequent than every five years if individual projects
are to be revised before signilicant damage has ocourred, Momtoring for the ambient
condition of range, soils, watersheds, and roads should also be melnded in the LRMI,
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DEIS SPECIFIC COMMENTS

It s stated that "Lrosion s eontiming, and landshides are common in stecp
areas where hard resistant rocks cap soft voleame ash/tufl units which
typically have a high clay content.” There s 2 need Lo delwl these areas of
ash/tuff uruts with high clay content showing the loeahly and approximate
lrequency of occmrence

Soils ~ The discussion on management concerns and hazard ol erosion needs
more detatl, especially en the nsk of excessive sedimentation caused by
activities on these soils

Mixed eomfer stands occepy moister, higher elevation siles and eover more
acreage than pine stands. P. -4 of the plan says mixed loresl harvest will
comprise  70% of tunber sales hy the year 2037, as opposed to 45%
presently. How will this increase in higher clevation harvest activities affect
the watersheds” One common preblem is increasing runoff for several years
{depending upon revegetation rate) This needs to be discussed.

Old Growth - 287,958 acres of reduction 1s planned (approximately 70% of
the old growth forestwide). There is 2 nced for mere information on the
effects of this large scale reduction,

"Riparan arcas in unsatisfactory condition ocecur on all geazing allotiments on
the Forest These areas comprse 3-5% of the forest " Unsatislaclory
condition should be defined, Grazing activities along the stream are coinnon
sources for water quality degradation. If management is indced difficult,
perhaps exclusion from these areas should be the emphasis until satisfactory
condition 1s restored.

Information of gramung effcets upon the water qualily, 1 general, needs to be
disclosed, along with an wventory of the problem arens and existing
unpraventents Gand dioecetion of range management progeam). The T8 Tish
and Wildlile Servaee and National Matne Pisheries Serviee have condud led
rparian vegebation surveys in enstern Oregon aud may be able Lo assisL you
with some ol Lhe nceded information

Placer mining effcets on fish habitat are discussed  During the meeting with
Forest stalf, it was disclosed that some of the "unsatisfuetory” stream
reaches were attnibuted Lo past placer muung zotivilies  An tvenlory ol
these affected reaches 1s needed, along with whut recelamalion has oceurred,
its suceess, and areas wheee ceclamation s pending or planned  "Propes
reclumation” needs defuung

It states that " many streams whiech experienee heavy livesloch
concentration w streamside arcas may bave conditions oftensive Lo humans *
with respect to hacterial contamination. What 15 considered "heavy hvestoch
concentration?” Which stresms experience these coneentrations?  low otten
are streams checked For unicceptable bactenal levels? What corrective
steps are taken when a stream s lound Lo have umecceptable bacteral
contammation?

P II-52

P 1I-53

P 1I-53
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P.II-54

P.III-35

P 1-88

Stream Classilication - Streams on the Forest are classified into 4 groups.
The Forest staff supplied a map of these streams to EPA along with their
classification. This information should be included with the CEIS. Along with
the mventory should be an explanation of whatl constilules & major strewn,
and the difference between high-value fisheres and sigmficant fisheries.
This will allow for enderstanding how a steeam is considered as Class [ or I,

Approximately 235 stream-nules of ripaman areas have been inventoried as
hemg in unsatisfactory condition. How many stream miles have been
inventoried s satisfactory? How complete 15 this mparin arga inventory?
Are sabisfaclory and unsatisfactory the only eategonmes considered for
ciparian area elassifiation? What are the eniteria for these classifientions?

Approximately 35 miles of gullied streams have been wentihed. llow
complele 15 Lhis mventory? At what eate s aclive gullyg continmng? What
1 buing done Lo staluhise the preseolly gullied arens md prevent Tulure
gullying® Whal are the principle activities that cause the loss of cover and
precipitate subsequent gullying? Which soil types, f any, arc most
susceptible to gullying? Is there a need for momtorug tns phenomenon®
Why or why not? .

EPA understands the Forest™ eoncern for rparian hardwaod - dependent
speeies and concurs with a contuwed momttoring of the tread of condilions
that affect these speeies

What are the effects of riparan-area regencration harvest on water gquality?
How much acreage will be clearcut during the 2l-year period of planned
vaceelerated harvest” in piparian areas® Altecnatives to this regencration
harvest practice should be commdered such that impacts Lo water quality
"during the intervemung period” can be mimmized.

Paragraph 6§ states "Forestwide, abundanee and diversity of deciduous woody
and herbaccous riparan vegetation has been reduced  In some arcas the
ohange has been farly small. Along some stream reaches the decduons
woody component has been largely eliminated from Lhe streamside aren,”
This topie deserves much more detasled discussion  How much reduction
abundance and diversity has occurred and over what tume frame? What 15
considered a "farly small” change® What iy considered to be "largely
ehminated” and frem which particular stream reaches? How many streams
have been affected, even to ¢ "fawly small” degree, and where are these
streams? What 15 beang done to inprove the existing situation?

"Yince many of the roads were built m riparian areas”... How much roading
aniles of road, acres) prescrtly exists in riparian areas? Where are Lhe ronds
1 riparian areds (e, wiieh deamages)? What s the condition ot the pipurian
arcas that have reads? Are some of these considered as part of Lthe 235
strenm-mes bewyg of wsatisfactory condition? How many streans have
been adversely allected by rouls? The topie of nparian-ared 1oads should be
discussed move tully. Inventory maps would be helplul.

What 15 the quantity of sand, geavel (common-varicty mwerals) and rock
presently mined (rom the Forest? Where are the quacries/pits located? How
much niver roek 15 mined from the Forest? Are these setivities expected Lo
contmbute sediment to the streams?
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30% of the 1,515 miles of Torest arteral and eollector roads are saud to he "in
need of reconstruction ™ Lhis 15 over 450 mules of toadway  What activitios
are generally iwnvelved i reconstruction of this road type? How muny are m
mparnian arcas? What kinds of environmental impacts can he anticipatled? o
there opportunity for mmitigation?

Several hundred medes of abandoned rastroad grades exist on the Toresl  An
inventory 15 undetway. How close 15 Lhe inventory to being ¢ ompleted? What
15 the anticipated completion date (& mileage)? What condilion are Lhe
grades n?  Are any near sbeemms (e, i nparin areas)? What kK of
eros00 Gediment contnbulion) potental s espected?

Statement "Adherence to standards and mtigation incasures should prevent
atl but minor and temporary 1mpacts on these areas ™ This pertans to
Wetland/Tloodplains  There are no specific standards nddressing these
ccosystems in the proposed orest Plan  Specific standards should he
developed and ineluded wn the FEIS/LRMP, Delnutions of "mnor” and
"temporary' impacts (in this context) should alse he ineluded

The phrase "unaceeptable condition™ should be delmed with respeel Lo the
soil erttema mentioned - compaction, displaccinent, puddling, mass wasting,
surface erosion  What are the acceptable lumts of these soil
impacts/conditions? This should be defined i the Forest-wide standards

We encourage the use of {existing) designated sk trals whenever possible
and would like to comnmend the Forest in making thus a common practice on
timber sale units How many exist in the Corest?

Ngure 3 ~ This figure shows relalive sedument yield for the proposcd
alternatives. Preferred alternative F appears to be the 3rd lughest
relative sediment yield over the first two decades. Why 1s there no data
presented for the alternative NC? If proposed alternatives can be eompared,
"based largely on professional judgement" (P.IV-8), why can't allernative NC
be included in the comparison® Sedunent yield i1 an unporlant
process/concept that should be well documented and i the Corest records I
this data does not presently exst, then we suggest this effort be given a high
priority so that specific sediment yield data and analyses can he meluded in
the FEIS How much of this sediment yield 15 anticipated trom road
activities and how much from timber harvesting®

Paragraph 3 We agree with Lhe Corest that soif monture values need to be
tested and validaled, espeeally 1l no sueh information prosently essls, We
would hke to eneourage the Porest o Uns endeavor,

Paragraph & Has searfeation ever heen used on the Malheur Nabonal
Forest, and, 1t s0, what method was used and how effective was 1t? s there
any areas of the Forest presently scheduled for scarification? In this
discusston, the phrase "compaction problem" needs to be deflined
quantitatively,

Paragraph | Why are riparan aeres m lodgepole pine sites planned Lo reecive
clearcuts, under the preterred alternstive, while all other sites will have a
“gontinuous stand ot trees on every lorested riparian nere? The eftects of
this activity should be discussed in detail in thus section of the DEIS, ilow
many lodgepole pine riparian acres exist on the Forest? What are the stream
classes 1n theses areas and where are they? The phrase "eontinuous stand of
trees” should be quantified.
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Figure IV-5 -~ This shows & comparmson of old-growth acres by alternative.
At what elevations are the proposed old-growth areas for alternative F? Wil
low-clevation, old-growth dependent species be excluded Irom the forest
hecause of management practices”

Paragraph 4. Miligation measures lor eflects on vegetation/trees are
projected to he suecessful 75% to 80% ot the tume, In hght o} this discussion,
the term “successtul” should be defined The stated success rate has
apparcntly been taken from two cited references  Have these meisures been
studied for sueecess rate on the Malheur?

Figure 1V-7 - The discussion with this Digure needs much more detml  In this
figure, alternative F will recetve sbout 80,000 acres of clearcul wi decade 4
and 90,000 acres 1n deeade 5. This activity could surely inercase the
sedunent yicld sigmibeantly, yot big V-3 shows o drashic decrease o
sedunent yield from this amount of clearculting  lThere 15 alvo some
conlusion a5 to the sigmbwance of road bulding mn decades | & 2 under
altecnative T pertaining to sedunent yreld.

The entue section b - Range Management Ctfeetls on Foruge - 15 much too
geaeral and diseusston s ngonelusive. The problem s that there 15 no
specitie discussion of range management efleets lor sny alternatives  The
following phrases nced defiung, "Limited hivestock use and curtasled
livestoek use,” what s the difference? "Accelerated cecovery of streamside
vegelation," what 15 the growth rate and accelerated compared to what?
What are the elfects of slowed or eluminated shrub growth along slreams and
"moderate level” of graang pressure? Moderate level of grazing should be
defined

The statement at the top of the page relating that Forest-wide standards for
browsing and grazng will be followed and "inelude specific objectives" has
gencrated some confusien  There docs not appear io he any specific
ohjectives 1 these Iorest~wide standards, exeept us pertaing to the range
management for the Murderers Creek wild horse herd

Lifcets on riparian arcas & Nish habitat  More specificity s necded Lo
understand the ramifieations associsted with the management activilics. We
suggest that a more detaled discussion be weluded in the Final LIS,

Paragiaph 5. - There should he discussion added that addresses the
environmental consequences to the abundance and diversity of riparian
vegetation withont adequate funding for range administratien and
improvements If good lLivestock distmbution cannot be assured, then grazing
activities should be curtailed until such a time that adequate funding for
needed environinental protection components can be assured.

30 years for unsatisfactory riparian areas to attain a satisfactory condition
seems extracrdinarly long. Exelusion of livestock from these areas could
merease the recovery rate drumatieally. Given the habitat and water quality
values of the mipanian areas, all known measures to expedite lunctional &
ecologieal recovery should be considered and the wost eflective adopted



P i¥-37

P IV-38

P.IV~-40

P IV-44

P iv-48

P.IV-50

P IV-33

Ch I¥
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Parngraph 4 - The discussion suggests that fish production will tnerease

heenuse vegetation utihzation will drop fram 70% Lo 55% in mipaman areas
Amount of vegetation uttlization does not mn itsell assure wdequate strewm
structure or protect agmmst streambank damage. Tius discussion needs to
deta1l how these [i1sh production goals are to be aclueved wn practical terms.

Paragraph 5 - BPA funds for fish habitat wmprovement are meant Lo he vsed
for mitagation of effects from dams on the Columbia River, K-V funds could
he used lor mitigation of effects feom Torest management aetivities These
two fisheries miligation elforts should be concurrent bul separale activilies.
This discussion should be changed to clamly any confusion that K-V [unds
usege for fisheries mitigatlon is dependent upon termination of BPA funds
avalability.

The discussion on Effects on Water is inadequate to determine what effects
might take place under certain management activities or alternatives,
Widespread regencration harvest (clearcut) has ramifications not detailed in
the discussion.

There 1s ne datn or documentation offered to support the claims that
modified grazing practices should result 1n a decrease in sediment and
low-flow summer stream temperatures. Deereasing shrub utilization does
not n atself assure habitat improvement, The reduced shrub utilization
practice will require a sufficient budget For hivestock permit adnunistestion
There 1s no assurance given that the budget will be sufficient For such
admmstration, Contingencies for an insufficient administration budget
should be discussed.

Paragraph 6 - The statement that water quality will show maprovement by
the end of the 50-yecar peried has no supportive documcutation or
substantiating facts. There is nothing offered to show how 55% Fforage
utiization will cause these changes. Supporlive Information should be
ineluded with all conelusions regarding effects of management activities.

There was difficulty in deterimining the defimtion of Cumulative Effects that
was used by the Corest in the DEIS. The discussren on cumulative Impacts
falled to hink the roles of the vamous activities in cavironmental
degrudation. We would be pleased to offer you assistanee in devcloping o
more comprehensive discussion of cumulative effeets. (Also, sec our
discussion under General Comments - Cumulative Effects ahove).

The speeial clauses of paragraph 2 should be defined. The deluulion should
be followed with an explanation of how cach clause allows satisfaction of
weter resource objectives and how they provide for the umgue nature of

riparian areas

There s no diseussion on ground waler of Lhe Forest. The LIS should
include: an mventory ol wells in use and any existing ground-waler munng
activibies, known areas of ground-waler dischasge (@ g, seeps & sprangs) nnd
how management activities affeet tlus resource (e.g, compaclion of highly
permeahle smls during graszing & harvest activities 1n o known recharge
area). Are wells used for potabie water at public reercation sites?
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MALHEUR LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN (LRMP)

The management dircetion goals and the discussion on the desired future condition
of the forest seem well-intendied and have positive beaefits. Hlowever, some of the
activities needed Lo obtan these gouls and conditions could huve adverse envirotencental
effects. These activities should be discussed in the DEIS/LRMP by disclosing known
potential tmpacts and defimng certan teems and phrases, Below is a hist of some of these
goals and statements that could be clamfied through a deteiled discussion in the
DEIS/LRMP.

P.IV~1

P.Iv-2

PIv-4

P.IV-5

PIV-6

Wilderness (Goal #9) - This goal is confusing o the reader and decs not lend
itself to an easily definable concept. It 15 even more confusing as to how this
might be achicved.

Water, Soil, and A (#26) - To provide Eavorable flow and maintain watersheds
1n a stable condition appears to be a goal that should already be the existing
watershed condition. To better understand the idea, favorable flow and stable
condition should be defined. The watersheds would be in a very poor condition
if o "favorable flow" and “stable condition" did not define thelr present
physical state. There 15 no discussion of watershed eonditions or quahity in the
DEIS/LRMP, other than Byram Guleh and Long Creek municipal supply
walershods,

Water, Suil,"and Air {#27) - How are water quality, and riparian and floodplain
values to be managed? There arc no speeific Forest standards to ensure
protection of these values,

There could be widespread enviroranental impacts assoclated with the
activities of harvesting 37% of the lorested lands within the Iiest deeade
How much harvesting will ogeur in cipaman arcas? [low much of this acreage
will have eegeneration harvest aelivibies? Where will these harevesting
activiLics take place? How many of the anticipated sale unds will need new
ronds and where are these? What would be the effects opon the ol w these

areas?

Approximately 96,000 neres of old growth hadntal will be harvested  Where
are these Limber sale units? What harvest, methods will be used and where?
Hiow many new roads (and where) will be built to accommodate these harvest
activities? How much old-growih is present and how mueh will be left after
this planned reduction? Previous diseusstons on this are confusing and need to
be elarified 1 ¢, P 1119 of DEIS states "Lhere are approximately 409,000 acees
of old-growth habitut within the mature successional stage on Lhe forest "
Tlus 1s seral stage 5. How much more acreage 1s considered to be old-growth
hahitat that 1s in the "old-growth" successional stage (seral stage 6)? An
wnventory of the old-grewth arcas should be Included.

Para. 2 - "...,population levels of cavity nesting specics should stay well above
20 parcent of the population level...” low much above 20%? This diseussion
offers no assurnnee thes conditlon ean be achicved or muntmned. How will
this be measured?

By 2037, "old-growth habitat will eccur on 121,208 acres.. " Again, what 15
the present sereage (total) and how much reduction does this figure
represent? What 1s the definition for viable populations of dependent species?
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The Forest's Watershed Improvement Needs [nventory, mettioned hera, should
be included in the EIS  This would give the public basie wnformation on the
condition of the watersheds and currenl unprovement techmgues used by the
Forest

Forest-wide Standards are much too gencral, as are the management area standards,
for consistency in thewr application and evaluation We have emphasized below some of
the standards that lack proper specificity, and then semne thut contain good delaal for your
comparison. These standards are all found within chapter 1V of the LRMP

Piv-18

P IV¥-19

P.AV-20

pIv-21
P.IV-22

PV-21

Geonerad #2 ~ "Signidicanl, mparin areas” should be delmed here. What
aceeplable methods ure Lo be uaed to delineale these aeas?

Recreation #1 ~ To “"Develop, revise, review, and provide mput " does not
provide any spectfic gudance to those who must carry out these revisions and
reviews Thig standard offers no speeificuity or quantification This standard
should nclude how the development, revision, review, and mput proviston 1s Lo
he exeresed

Recrcation #2 - Tlus s a succwel wnd understandable standaud that provides a
specifie directive with some degree of latitude

Recreation #5 -~ Lacks detal For consistent applieation  Where, how, and
under what conditions/seenarie are the restmietions to be used? What
resteictions® IF thus informatton 1s Found elsewhere, 1t should be so stated

Visuals #9 - This 1s & good example of providing references to where Lhe
reader can Nind speefie detatls Lo carry oul the objective of Uas standad,
assumag Lthat the sceond parageaph 1s part of the standard and nol just an
explartive narration

Wildife and Fish #2 - This nceds Lo be cephrased  Until we are aware of Lhe
current habitat condition, 1t would he dilficult to determing 1l the habitat 1s
impaired, the same, or improving. The standard needs to be huohed to a data
collection

Wildhle and Cish #4 - Whal management Leclmgaes are to be osed o the

bald cagle sites? How many wre needed per uml ol land? Whal manner wall
ensure their use? The reader should be diveeted to specihie documentsaf the
nfermation 15 found elsewhere

Wildlife and Tish #9 - How are these habitatls to be managed? What s
considered a viable population® This standard nllows far too much latitude for
consistent apphication to oceur.

Wildlife and Fish #10 - Yery good, explicit slandard. Provides specific detail
such that the employee can independently evaluate lus success in complying
with the standard.

Tumber #2 - Very detasled and clearly undeestandable

Timber #8 - What does this umply, exactly® How strong of a term 1s "tavor?"
When and where 1s natural regeneration to be favored?

Water, Soil, and Awr #1 & #2 - These read mape Like goals than standards
When would these inventomes be nceded? How would they be prepared?
Applicatton of BMP's does not ensure comphange with water quality stundards
(WQS). Ths sheuld be chayged to wdieate Lhat application of BMDP's s
intended to ensure comphanee with WQS, Comphanee with WQS rather than
application of BMP's is the hottom hne reguiresnent for forest practices.

P IV-24

PIv-24

P IV-25

Pv-2
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water #4 - How will the stated rebahihitation be aclieved” What constitutes a
disturbed arca? Why 1s only dicect sedunent conltibution Lo perennial stireams
considered here? Inducel contrbylion could cuause severe water quabty
problems, also G e., disturbed areas could contrbute sednnent to ephemerdl
drainages, which in turn, once activated, could introduce large amounts of
sediment into pereniuil streams)

Soibs, #7, #8, ##9 - These are much too general How v Lthe valunbion to be
conducted® What happens onee the soill impact potential has heen deemed
tugh? What 15 the soil condition thut has aceeptable produclivily polentiak
(e, defne this condition)? How 15 this to be achieved? What 15 the
defimtion for effective ground cover? What s the mummum percentage of
ground cover for the Nirst year after disturbanee® For the second year?

Water #3 - CGood standard on water quahty  Needs to he linkhed Lo monitoring,
however

Mmerals and Geology #9, #10, #11 - These are good examples of
uiderstandahle standards, The reevaluation precess should he dehined or the
refercnce given Momtoring of the reclaimed areas should be done to ensure
objective accomphshinent

Momtoring and Lvaluation - The eencept of the momtoring program bheing
based on "available funds" should be further explmned. I funds are nol
available to momtor the implementation of the plan, the plan should he
amended, revised, or specilie actions cancetled, The peaposed montoring plan
lacks accountablity to mterested and affected groups and publics It 1s not
clear how momtoring results will be commumcated to outside groups
Accountability or the ability to assess effectiveness of actions is essential for
a suceessful monitoring program.

STANDARDS - MANAGEMI'NT ARLA 3

Although this 15 a relatively small part (37,140 acres) ol the Torest, s enitically
wportant in water quabty protection Because the standards in this section are
extremely general, we offer below some questions and suggestions pertaming to a few of
the standards and are meant te be used as guidance for revisions.,

P Iv-37

PIv-34

Recreation #2 - Through what meuans will recication wse be himited and
distiibuted? When and how will it be delevinmed that il ts necessary to Innit
or disteibute use in rrpanan arcas?

Habitat Managcment #1 - How will the rale of recovery i unsalisfactory
riparan areas he unproved® What 15 the natural rale ol recovery of
unsatisfactory arcas when access 15 exeluded?

Habitat Management #4 - When are the mentioned spawning and cgg
wcubation perwods (1 e, what time of year and lor how long)?

Range Management #2 - How will hiveslech grazing be mannged Lo cnswe
compliance with water quality standards? What o an seceplable condition for
fish populations?

Tunber Harvest #2 ~ This standard supplies suffictent detail to the reader so 1t
can be understood which management practices should be applied and where,
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PAV=-39  Water, Soil, and Air #1 - Thas standard shosld desembe Lhe evaluabion process
to be used or give guidelines to what constitutes a salisfactory evalustion.
Which effcets are to be evalunted? [Perhaps evaluntion guidehnes could
melude a list of benelicial and adverse effects, possibly including relative
welghts of importance.

P.IV-40  Fuels #4 - It 1s not understood whai connection there is between machine
piling of slash and the protection of fuels i o mpaman aren, Perhaps this
could be explamned here,

Many of the other management area standards suffer from the same luck of detal
as found in management area 3, For example, how are activities near bald eagle roosting
areas going to be restricted® And what is the bald eagle roost site utihizatron period?
What is the definition of significant cultural resources and what are the guidehines for
their evaluation (P.III-47). When and how is it decided that existing range tmprovements
are unnecessary and how will they be removed (P.IV-47)? What eriteria must be met for a
decision to he rendered that eprdeinic levels of infestations wonld severely thresten
adjacent lands (LIV-51, #3)7

Muany questions are left unanswered by standard #1 under Mmcerals and Geology
(P.IV-61). Some of these are: When and by whom would it be deemed necessary for the
next logical stage of development? What s the next logical stage? Whatl would muke
other means of access infeasible/unreasonable and roads not? What deternunes feasible
extent of road oblhiteration and how 15 the decision made® By whom (Forest, industry)?

APPLNDIX J - Momtoruy

P.J-7 We suggest adding a second question to this issue arca that addresses habitat
smiability. Question 2 might read: Is the habitat provided suitable to
mantain the desired population levels?

P J-16 This monitoring effort only [ocuses on population trends of anadromous fish,
and timber and range outputs from ciparman aveas. Conditions of the ripaman
area and water quality should be monitored for adverse effects caused by the
timber and graxing activities. Trends of other species populations should alo
be monitored (e g, resident fish). Population teend momloring should include
observations of populalion response to halutat condition changes.

- The suggested monitoring methods of only: (1) reviewing annual Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildhife steelhead and elunook spawning counts, and
(2) annuelly reviewing timber sale and allotment reports, are inadequate Lo
assess the effectivencss of the proposed Forest Plan. At a mmimum, the
momitoring plan should include detailed strategies for how unplementation and
evaluabion momtoring will he done. Compliance with water guality standards
should he one of the basclines for assessing the adequucy of the plan,

P.J-20 This 15 an adequate plan for momtoring the implementation and effectivencss
of management standards However, tius is not sufficient to substitute for
speeifie momtoring of water quality and ish habitat condition, as mentioned
by the forest staff at our Qctober meeting.

SUMMARY OF THE EPA RATING SYSTEM
FOR DRAFT ENVIRONMERTAL IMPACT STATEHENTS,
DEFINITIONS AND FOLLOW-UP ACTIGH *

Environmental Impact of the Action

L0--Lack of Objections

The EPA review has not fdentified any potential environmental fimpacts requiring
substantive changes to the proposal. The review may have 4isclosed opportunities for
agplication of mitigation measures that could be accomplished with no more than minor
changes to the proposal,

EC--Environmental "oncerns

The EPA review has fdentified environmenta) impacts that should be avolded in order
to fully protect the environment, Corrective measures may reguire changes to the
preferred alternative or spplication of mitigation measures that can reduce the
environmental impact., EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

EN--Eavirgnmental dbjections

The ©PA review has {dentified significant environmental impacts that should be
avoided in order to provide adequate protection for the environment. Corrective
measuces mav require substantial changes to the preferred alternative or consideration
of some other project alternative {including the no-action alternstive or a new
3lternativel EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts,

Etf-=Environmentally Unsatisfactory

The EPA review has fdentified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient
magnityde that they are unsatisfactory from the standpoint of pudblic health or welfare
or enviroamenta) quality. €EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these
impacts }f the potential unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at the final EIS
stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the CEQ.

Adequacy of the Impact Statement

Cateqory [-«Adequate

E°A believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the envirgnmental impact{s) of the
preferred alternative and those of the alternatives reasonably avallable to the project
or actign, Ho further analysis of data collection is nacessary, but the reviewer may
suggest the addition of clarifying language or information.

Category 2--Insufficient Information

The draft 515 does not contain sufficlent Information for EPA to fully assess
envirgnmental inpacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment,
or the *PA reylewer has identified new reasonably available alternatives that are within
the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which coyld reduce the
environmental impacts of the action, The identified additional information, data,
analyses, or discussion should be included In the Final EIS,

Category 1--Inadequate

EPA dges nnt believe that the draft FIS adequately assesses potentfally significant
snvirgnmental impacts of the action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably
avaflanl= alternatives that are outside of the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the
4raft ElS, which should be analyzed in order Lo reduce the potentially significant
enviranmental impacts  EPA belfeves that the {dentified additional Information, datas,
anslyses, or discussions are of such 3 magnitude that they should have full public
review at a 4raft stage, EPA does not believe that the draft EIS Is adequate for the
purposes of the HEPA andfor Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revised and
made avallable for public comment in & supplementsl or revised Araft E1S, On the basis
af the potential significant impaces fnvolved, this proposal could be 2 cendidate for
referrzl to the 7EQ,

* From EPA Manual 1640 Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting
the Envirgrment

Fehruary, 1997 .
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USFS —— FOREST PLAH RLVIEW

Water Quality Sumnmary

Malheur National Forest
139 N.E. Dayton Street
John Day, Oregon 97845
(503) 575-1731

USFS rile Number: OR-03
Draft Plan: August 1987

Significant Features

1,459,422 acres Grant, Harney, Baker, and Malheur countlies
Ranger Districts: Bear Valley (John Day)

Burns {Hines)

Long Creek (John Day)

Prairie City (Prairie City)

Major Basins: Malheur, John Day, and Silvies

Aquatic Ecoregion: Blue Mountains (09)

Special Protection: 68,700 ac. Strawberry Mountain Wilderness
12,620 ac. Monument Rock Wilderness
13,322 ac. Scenic area

Background

The Malheur National Forest is located in eastern Oregen. The
forest 1s a diverse landscape of grasslands, sage, and juniper
with mountain lakes and meadows. Major tree speciles lnclude
pondercsa pine, lodgepole pine, Douglas fir, grand fir, and other
mixed conifers. The Strawberry-aldrich Mountain Range splits the
forest into two physiographic divisions: the Blue Mountains to
the north and the High Lava Plains to the south. Elevations vary
from 3,300 feet along the Middle Fork of the John Day River to
9,038 feet on top of Strawberry Mountauin.

Most of the Malheur National Forest receives 20 to 40 inches of
annual precipitation. This precipitation occurs primarily from
November to May in the form of snow. Dry periods occur annually
and vary from 1 to 3 months duration. Stream dralnage density

ranges frem one and a half to two miles of perennial streams per

square mile 1n wetter areas, to no perennial stream flow 1n drier
areas.

Forested areas are used for timber prbduction, grazaing, wildlife
habatat, and recreation. Lower elevation shrub and grassland
areas are widely used for rangeland. Meadows on upper mountain
slopes serve as summer grazing grounds. Numerous streams in the
area have been mlined intensively for metals.

Streams originating in the forest supply water for irr:gation,
domestic use, and livestock use. Livestock an and near streams
affect stream bank stability and stream sedaimentation. Historical
overgrazing has caused a drop in the water tables and subsequent
downecutting of streams in most of the lower valleys, accelerating
deter:oration of stream bank stability and sedimentation. Removal
of vegetation for timber harvest and road construction contribute
towvard increased hillslope erosion. A variety of past and present
mining practlces have introduced significant disturbance to stream
quality. Open pat and shaft mines have had localized effects
where tailings were pushed downslope towards dralnages., Placer
mining, prevalent in streams of all sizes, has resulted in major
physical disruption of stream beds and biota.

The Malheur National Forest contains a haighly diversified fishery
ranging from coldwater dependent Yellowstone cutthroat and dolly
varden to coolwater smallmouth bass, In addatien, the John Day
River dralnage supports anadromous runs of spraing chinook salmon
and summer steelhead trout. Major drainages important to
fisheries include:

North Fork John Day River Resident trout

Middle Fork John Day River Spring chinook salmon
Summer steelhead trout
Rainbow trout

John Day River Sprang chincok salmon
Summer steelhead trout
Rainbow trout
Cutthroat trout

Dolly varden

Brook trout

South Fork John Day River Summer steelhead trout
Rainbow trout

Malheur River (including North Fork) Rainbow trout
Dolly wvarden
Brook trout

Silvies Raver Smallmouth bass

Resident trout
Approximately 235 stream miles have been inventoried as being in

unsatisfactory condition based on areas of unstable, ercding banks
and lack of stream-surface shading.

e



Drainage Objectives

Drainage objectives identify the level of water quality or fishery
These are

habitat potential teo be achieved in a given watershed.

the basis of evaluating management options. ’
Watershed Watershed Beneficial Current
Number Name Use Status

1707Q201~A-010 John Day River A

020 Deardorff Creek

030 Reynolds Creek

040 Strawberry Creek

050 Paxie Creek

0560 Bear Craek

070 Indian Creek
17070201-B-010 John Day River A

020 cCanyon Creek

030 E.F, Canyon Creek

040 Byram Gulch MW

050 Laycock Creek

060 Beech Creek

070 E.F. Beech Creek

080 Riley Creek

090 Birch Creek

100 Fields Creek
17070201-C-010 S.F. John Day River A

020 Venator Creek

030 Crasshopper Creek

040 Deer Creek

050 S5.F. Deer Creek

060 N.F, Deer Creek

070 Murderers Creek

080 S.F. Murderers Creek
17070202-A4-010 N.¥. John Day River A

020 Deer Creek

030 Fox Creek

040 Cottonwood Creek
17070203-A-010 M.F. John Day Raver A

020 Clear Creek

030 Vainegar Creek

040 Camp Creek

050 Lack Creek

060 Big Creek

070 Slide Creek

080 Long Creek MW

090 Basin Creek

A: Anadromous Fish
R: Resident Trout
MW: Municipal Water

*kk
*

Monitor
Needs

* kR

*
*

% ok
* k&

L L]

*k %

*k%

hkk

* &k
* ok
EEE ]
*k ok

dekok

*kx

:  High Praioraty
: Medium Priority

Watershed
Nunmber

17050116-A~010
020
030
040

17050116-B-010
020

17050116-C—-010
020
030
040
0so

17050116-D-020
Q20
030

17050116-E-0L10
020

17050116-F-010
020
030

17120002-A-010
020
030
040
050
060

17120002-B-010
020
030
040

17120002-C-010
020
030
040
050
060
a70

Watershed Beneficial Current Monitor.

Name Use Status Needs

Malheur Raver dokk

McCoy Creek *

Bosonberg Creek

Summit Creek ok

Pine Creek *kk

Alkali Creek

Wolf Creek kW

Squaw Creek

Calamaity Creek * ok

Schurtz Creek

Gunbarrel Creek

N.F. Malheur River kK

Crane Creek

Bear Creek *h ok

Malheur River kR

Cottonwood Creek hkk

Little Malheuxr Raiver kkk

Camp Creek *

Squaw Creek

silvies River *kk

Wickiup Creek

Keller Creek *

Scotty Creek ITL

Bear Creek *

Antelope Creek ”

Silvies River Rk k

Camp Creek dokk

Bridge Creek

Hall Creek

S1lvies River e

Sage Hen Creek »

Myrtle Creek "k ok

Emigrant Creek k&

Blue Creek

Sawtocoth Creek &k ke

Yellowjacket Creek *
A: Anadromous Fish *%%: High Priority
R: Resident Trout * : Medium Priority

MW: Municipal Water
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phA-dohs b et B2

NATIONAL FOREST
WATER QUALITY MONITORING
RECOMMENDATIONS

GENERAL MONITORING GUIDELINES

. Greatest priority should be glven to assessing fishery
Priori;;:gts in ;he fo!]gwing order: 1) endangered anadromous runs;
other anadromous runs; 3) resident salmonids; 4) and others,
including warm water species.

. Site selection for monitoring impacts on the above
Stee g?lﬁczlgﬂfation should refiect the need for a representative range

of enyironmental conditions, e.g., s0il type, channel morphology,
and erosion potential. Special attention should be given to
watersheds with the greatest sediment production potential.
Consideration must also be given to monitoring in heavily developed
watersheds and in watersheds developed or disturbed in increments
over time to evaluate cumulative effects upon fishery rescurces.

heds. Paired watersheds should be selected wherever
Pairegogggg{:‘econsist1ng of a representative stream reach in the ‘
watersheds to be developed and a comparable reach in an undeveloped
watershed, Control {or reference} reaches should be selected base
upon simlarity in stream slope, elevation, streamside vegetation,
bank stability, fishery, soil type, stream classification, etc,

. Timing of monitoring should emphasize detecting fmpacts from
Timingirst entrg inte a watershed. This may require prior monitoring to
establish adequate baseline data in both the developed and
undeveloped watersheds.

cy. Frequency and location of monltorfng should be
Frequggr{odically ngus{ed to reflect needs or problems identified i? :he
ongoing monitoring, Typically, monitoring at a specific site wil
be initially intensive, with a later shift to periodic trend
verification,

ing should be

Long-Term Monitoring. Certain aspects of the monitor

: designed to evaluate impacts not detectable on a short-term basis.
Examples are long-term stabilizaton of logging roads, recavery rates
of degraded streams, presence of large woody debris, etc.

IMPLEMENTATION MONITORING

This on-site monitoring should evaluate the correctness of Best
Management Practices (BMP) fmplementatfon. This Information wili be
critical in determining whether adverse instream habftat impacts were
caused by inadequate BMPs or impraoper implementation of 8MPs., In
general, however, we feel that the specific method used to evaluate the

correctness of BHP implementation are best identified by the U.S. forest
Service (USFS}.

EFFECTIVENESS MONITORING

Stream Honitoring Parameters. Both fish density (by species and age
class) and fish habitat quality should be evaluated. Habitat
quality should not ba confined solely to substrate composition
(e.g., cobble embeddedness and percent fine sediment by depth), hut
should also include such factors as pool/riffle ratio, amount and
size of large organic debris, vegetative cover, channel morphelogy,
etc. Data should be gatheced by the most cost effective method

while fnsuring data quality, and utilization of standard methods of
measurement and analysis,

CALIBRATION MONITORING,

The total monitoring effort should be carefully designed so that one
outcome {s to improve our ability to predict via modeis: 1) the actual
sediment loading to a stream, 2) the acteal impact of those sediments on
fish habitat, and 3) the actual impacts of those sediments or other fish
habitat changes on fish population.

INTERAGENCY SUPPORT/COORDINATION

Technical Fisheries Advisory Committee, To improve interagency
coordination (and to provide technical assistance and suppart}, we
suggest that the USFS establish a technical fishery advisory
committee 1n each state. This group could consist of
representatives of government agencies who manage the resource or
whose activities impact the fisheries resource. By meeting
quarteriy, or as significant issues arise, this group couid
tdentify, and hopefully resolve problems as they develop. They
could also play a key role in assisting the USFS 1n preparing and
presenting the annual monitoring report discussed below.



Annual Monitoring Report. We suggest that an annual public meeting be

held to brief all parties on the monitoring results. To minimize
traval costs, the USFS could review results from individual forests
within a state at a single meeting. This would also facilitate
comparison of results from different forests, The technical
fisheries advisory committee could help the USFS develop, and
present a consensus on impacts and needed actions.

HWritten material should focus on an analysis of planned vs actual
actions and impacts. For example, where water quality problems
occurred, the USFS should clearly define the nature and cause of the
problems, the corrective actions taken, and the procedures to be
used to prevent future occurrences. This material, together with
supporting data, should be made available to all parties prior to
the public meeting. A more formal written report summarizing
long-term trends and impacts should be prepared periodically,
possibly at 5-year intervals.
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U S, Department Northwast Mountain Region 17900 Paciic Highway South
of ronsportation golorado. idaho Montana, C 68966

{
Federal Aviation W;m Utah. Washungion, Seatfle Washington 98168
Administration

Mr, Kenneth L, Evans
Forest Supervisor
Malheur National Forest
139 N.E. Dayton Street
John Day, Oregon 97845

Dear Mr. Evans

We have reviewed your proposed Malheur National Forest Land and Resource
Management Plan and associated draft Environmental Impact Statement and do
not foresee any impact on aviation or its activities.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment en your proposal.
Sincerely,

/)%LLL(%?M

Marlin E. Binger
Policy and Planning Officer

Q

us Depcnmenl Region 10 708 SW Trud Avenue

Alaska ldaho Portlany Qreqon 97204
of Transporiohon Oragon Washinglon

Federal Highway Noverber &, 1987
Admunistration
In Reply Refer to:
HPP-010.2

Mr. Kenneth | Evans, Forest Supervisor
Malheur National Forest

139 N.E. Dayton Street

Juoha Day, Oregon 97845

Dear Mr. Evans:

Federal Highway Administration, Region 10, has reviewed the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for the Malheur National Forest Land and Resource Management
Plan and offers the following comments for your consideration:

Oregon highway Routes 7, 26, and 395, which are on the Federal-aid highway
system, are within the National Forest. Quite often such highways in National
Forest areas do not have defined right-of-way. To make highway improvements with
FHWA funds on any of tha above routes, or any Forest Highway System routes which
may us2 any lands designated as recreation, requires a determination by FHWA that
therz is no other feasible and prudent alternative than the selected proposal.
Without an adequately defired right-of-way, thls has, in similar situatlons,
caused considerable delay in project implementation and increased taxpayer
expense.

We suggest the fimal EIS acknowledge thai when right-of-way for Federal-ald
highway routes or forest highway routes are not defined, a management effort will
be made to work out such detalls with the government officlals having operating
responsibilities for that route.

Ideally, in any area designated recreation by you, the designated right-of-way
should be of sufficient width to allow bridge replacements, roadway widening, or
elimination of safety hazards such as bad curves. Roadway improvements within a
defined corridor designated for highway use do not require a 4(f) determination.
NEPA actlon will apply to all highway improvements.

Sincerely,

M. Eldon Green
Reglonal Administrator

st J. Valach, Director
fice of Planning
& Program Development
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NNASNA

Natonal Agronautics and
Space Admsnistralion

Washington, D C
20546

NXG

Mr. Kenneth L. Evans
Forest Supervisor
Malheur National Forest
139 NE Daylon Street
John Day, OR 97845

Dear Mr, Evans'

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Proposed Forest Flan
for the Malheur National Porest and have no comments to offer.

Sincerely,

@" QQ - %:! 'E & .
Bilhe J, McGarvey

Assistant Associate Administrator for
Facilities Management

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

WALLA WALLA CHETRICT CORPE OF ENGINEERS
BUILDING 802 CITY COUNTY AIRPORT
WALLA WALLA WASHINGTON DR30L $205

November 12, 1937

ATTENTION oF:

Planning Bivision

Ms. Jenmifer L. Harris
Malheur National Forest
139 HE Dayton Street

John Day, Qregon 97845

Dear Ms. Harris.

This 15 1n response to your Telter dated August 18, 1987 concerning
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Management Plan for the Malheur
National Forest. Those documents were forwarded to the Waila Walla District
Environmental Resources Branch for review. This letter also reflects the
previous discussion that you and Mr. William McDonald had concerning these
proposals.

We have reviewed the proposals for the areas of our concern. This
review aid not reveal any affects on navigation or our hydropower develop-
ment, Moreover, we have reviewed the projects for flood control and hydro-
logic concerns and found no nadequacies.

In accordance with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1344},
a Department of the Army permit is required for the discharge of dredged or
111 mater1al into waters of the United States, including wetlands, As we
discussed, the Portland District will assist you regarding Clean Water Act
permits.

Should you need any additional information, please contact Mr ¥. E.
ticOonala at FTS 434-6627 or 509-522-6627.

Sincerely,

A g ptedA. e
Michael F. Passmore, Ph D
f, Environmental Resources Branch



Department of Energy
Bonneville Power Administration

PO Box 3621
Portiand, Oregon 97208-3621
November 10, 1987
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Mr. Keaneth [, Evans, Supervisor
Malheur National Porest

USDA Forest Service

139 Wortheast Dayton Street
John pay, OR 97845

Dear Mr. Evans:

Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) has reviewed the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS)} on the Malheur National Forest Proposed Land and
Resource Management Plan. We offer the following comments for your
consideration,

l. As noted 1h the draft BIS, BPA 1s currently funding a aumber of fish
and wildlife enhancement projects on the Malheur National Forest,
These projects were implemented through the Northwest Power planning
Council's Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Program, as part of the
Pacrfic Northwest Electric Power Planning and Conservatjon Act of
1980. 8PA has invested ratepayer money for these projects through an
interagency agreement with the Malheur Mational Forest, The
enhancement projects also represent investments in planning and
coordinaktion by other Federal, state, and local agencles.

The enclesed table from the John Day River Basin "Working Paper”™ shows
the projects that BPA 1s funding on the Mainstem, the Upper Mainstem,
the Middle Pork, and the South Pork of the John Day River. These have
been identified as prioraty opportunities for increased fish
production. We urge you to proteck the enhancement projects and the
entire watershed by giving special attention to riparian and adjacent
terrestrial areas where logging and road building activities are
planned, Specifically, riparian areas should be protected within 100
Eeet of project sites, and preferentia) consideration should be given
for adequate protection from sedimentation.

IE you have any dquestions about BPA's fish and wildlife projects,

please call Mr. Larry Everson, 503-230-5199 (FTS 429-5199), of BPA's
bivision of Fish and Wildlife.

Celebraimg the U S Constutunon Buenienmal — 1787-1987

2. The draft EIS and Proposed Land and Resource Management Plan {Plan)
fall to address utility and transportation corridors as reguired by
the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (PLPMA). To facilitate the
timely and ocderly development of Euture utllity projects, the EIS and
Plan should designate existing and proposed transportation and utility
corridors, and should address the impacts, if any, of alternative
nanagement plans on rights-of-way and corridors. Please refer to the
1986 Western Regional Corridor Study for a list of corridors
recommended for designation by the Western Utlility Group and for
guidance on how corridors should be treated i{n the EIS and Plan. We
recommend that a management area for designated corriders and
avoildance and exclusion areas be established, and that corridors be
shown on a map. BPA does not have any transmission lines that cross
the Malheur National Forest, but Idaho Power Company and California
Pacific Utilaties Company do have lines crossing the Forest. These
ukility companies should be consulted.

3. BPA has some communication facilities within the Forest. Since BPA
muskt have aggess to these facilities at all times f£or maintenance and
emergency situations, we request that you contact BPA's Snake River
Area Operations and Malntenance Manager, Mr. Truman Conn, to discuss
any actions the Forest may take that could atfect BPA's facility
access or system reliability. Mr. Conn's address is West 101 Poplar,
Walla Walla, Washlngton 99362, telephone 509-522~6238 {(FTS 434-6238).

4. We recommend that the EXS and Plan address renewable energy resources
such as wind, hydroelectric, geothermal, and biomass, In particular,
you could identify the type and potential of the resource, the impact
of the management alternatives on it, and any cenflic¢ts that might be
1nvolved with resource development. BPA has information on Northwest
energy resources which may be of help to you.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft EIS. If you need
addicional information, please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,

ATRE

&Jb anthony R. Morrell
Assistant to the Administrator for

Envaronment

Enclosure
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October 29, 1987

Mr. Charles Graham, Acting Forest Supervisor
Malheur National Forest

139 NE Dayton Street

Joha Day, OR 97845

Dear Mr. Graham*

Blologlsts of both the U.5., Flsh and Wildlife Service and the Oregon
Deparvtment of Figherles and Wildlife have been In contact with me
concerning the provisions for protectlon of fishes ia the Malheur
Natfonal Foresc Plan now under consideracion Bacause 1 have some
faniliarfity with the Harney Basin and the isolated fish fauna there, I am
taking the liberty of writing you in regard to two flshes that I believe
should be accorded protection In any future management of the Malheur
National Forest.

The Elrst of these is the trout generally known as redband”, a
representative of the genus Salwo that currently has no Formal scientific
name. This apparently is a form ancestral to other members of the
“rainbow series™, having achleved Lits inland dlstribution after the
spread of the cutthroat group and before the lnvasion of the more typical
ralnbow found In drainages open to the sea. The lack of a sclentlific
name - whether that name would designate the redband serles as a full
specles or one or more subspecles of vrainbow = {8 not the foult of the
trout, This s a Elsh that has been long established In lsolnted strcoms
and basins and In headwaters of streams from well south {n Celifornia to
well north in Britlsh Columbia, It 1ls baslcally recognlzable by its
pigmentation, flne scales, glll raker and pyloric caeca count, and (ts
ability to withstand severe environmental conditions Ilncluding elevated
Water temperatures. It generally resembles ralnbow, but some stocks have
basibranchlal teeth, a cutthroat charactervistlc,

As one would expect from long i{solation of stocks of a representative
of such a genetically plastlc genue us Salmo, there are many wmorphotypes
and genotypes of thls remarkable taxon. These are under gtudy by
ichthyologists at several unlversities and by blologists of several state
and federal agencies. Anyone considering actlon that could cause

¢, Graham letter
Oct. 29, 1987
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diminucrion or extinction of any stock of this fish should consider also
the problems fzced by the scientists who are trylng to make sense of this
evolutionarily Lnteresting group of stocks that have lmportant poteatlal
for fisheries wmanagement in Lnland areas wlth warginal habltat. In order
to describe and name this intriguing bilological entity, specimens must be
studled from throughout the very considerable range and from many streams
and tributaries in that range. (For instance my student Peter Bigson
collected three definitely recogulzable worphotypes of ralnbow-like or
vedband-like trout during his study of the Silvies.) Data of many sorts,
including merlisties, morphometrics, biochemistry and ecology must be
assembled, studied and evaluated, and oplnlons of the {chthyologlcal
connunity wust be sought and considered. We must be forgiven for belng
slow in trying to find real answets to a difflecult and important
taxonomlc problem

Because the trout has no rame and has no curvrent concensus among
ichthyologlsts as to whether it is a specles, subspecies or a series of
races of inland rainbow”™ does not mwean that Lt Is a non-entity and can
be igonored as a potentlal source of hatchery stocks, as an angling
resource or as a possible item on the federal list of threatened species,

I note that Dr. Graham Gall (even though he does pnot consider the
redband a separate specles), In hisz September 1981 repert to the Malheur
National Porest calls for management policy of & type “. . . that the
diverse resource will be malntalned {n such a way as to allew
evolutlionary processes to contlnue.' The enclosed copy of Dr. Robert
Miller's August 1970 letter to Mr, William Delbert, although speclfically
deallng with the smooth sculpin of the Harney basin, expresses Ln the
gecond paragraph the general Importance of protectlng stocks such as the
redband trout.

The second specles of concern {s Cottus bairdi subsp., the Malheur
mottled sculpin, The proper application of & subspecifle name to this
sculpin awalts a general study of the subspecles of C, balrdi, I
personally belleve it should be a subspecles (bendirel) separate From the
upper Snake River form (punctulatus) from which Lt evolved. Although
this fish has no potential economle value, LIt should be protected for
many of the reasons outlined for the redband.

I am enclosing two letters conceraing protection of C. bairdl subsp,
The ma jor change in knowledge of thils subspecies since 1971 is that there
are populations in high tributarles of Sllver Creek; which, I presune are
not in the Malheur Natlonal Forest,
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MAKEC LISTER Commasn et
1100 L Avenue La Crande Oregan 97850 Phone {503} 963 1001
T hope this letter will be of help in planning for the proper
ptotection of the fishes of the Malheur Wational Forest. 1 would be
happy to respond to questlons you might have concerning these specles.
Stncevely, December 10, 1987
- i
("%xﬂ/ c/r /_,{;“n&&
Carl E. Bond Forest Supervisor
Professor Emeritus of Fisheriles Malheur Mational Forest
139 Dayton Street
Enclosures John Day, Oregon 97845
CEB/cv Dear Forest Supervisor.

The Ynion County Court supports the management of the
Malheur National Forest under the “Preferred-Plus"
alternative with an annual timber sale program ceiling for
the next L0 years at approximately 260 million board feet
per vear.

We also feel that the rcadless areas need to be reconsidered
primarily because of fire contral access.

We appreclate the oppertunity to comment on the management
of the Malheur National Forest.

Slncerelyi -
wl
k‘/f/(<::;;tbﬁbgéjf

"John Jw.” Howard
County Judge

Mike Caldwell
Commlissioner

Marie C. Lester
Commissioner

sb



GRANT COUNTY COURT

COURTHOUSE
CANYON CITY, OR 57820
§503-575-0059

4 Movember 1987

Chuck Graham, Acting Supervisor
Malheur National Forest
John Day, Ore, 19845

Re. Management plan for Malheur National Forest

After coasldering the various alternatives, uand
afrer consultation with various clitlizens groups,

Wwe support Alternative F, as being the best mix for
responsible management for all coancerns. We do,
however, have some comments and suggestions.

Mr Holland has chosen to make his own comments,

l. Rather than mailotain roadless areas vs. roaded
areas, we recommend that road standards be reduced, and
Seasonal road closures be used. Reducing road standards
wrll result in less soll disturbance, slower travel,

dnd less travel when condliclons are poor. Access toads
for logging can slmply be ebliterated when logging Is
finished,

2. MWe realjze that the bilg game is managed by the State

of Qregon, while the habitat Is managed by the USDA This
results {n some lack of direction in the numbers of animals
and filsh that are considered optlmum. However, it 1s our
position that reasonable timber harvest and reasonalbe
numbers of game can co-exist, If both are properly managed.
Racher than set aside areas for each, we recommend that
management plans provide for use by both.

3. We find some confusion in the mass of data conceralng
timber harvest. From all we can gather, the total allowed
harvest s no greater than has been hlsturicully harveslLed,
Perhaps we should be talking about what we cut, rather than
how much. We favor a ponderosa pine forest over one of
asspoclated species, and uneven aged management over even
aged In conneccion with harvest, we sttongly urge an
aggreslive reforestation plan, favoring ponderosa pline.

4, We urge management of the water resource by watershed,
rtather than emphasis on riparian areas. This need not
reduce the allowable AUMs, rather it will move thenm
around,

5 We Eind the recreational goals a little confusing.
There 15 more than adquate provision for roadless recreation,
there is acknowledgment of the need for roaded recreation,
but there is lack of upkeep and development of forest
camps, The deplorable conditlion of access roads Lo

forest camps is of special concern to us. The roadless
recreation provislons answer the need for the able

bodled and those seeking solitude; we see a need for
provision for those less able bodled, Many of the vislcors
to our forests now are retired persons--they seck a

forest experience, but have limited capability for walking.
In this same line, we would llke to see an aggresive
program of signing of areas of historic and geoligle
interest wichian the forest.

¢, The National Forests have an on-golng problem with
pests, We dgree with F-departure which provides for salvage
sales, We also need a management plan, and provision for
funding, timely ctreatment of pest lulestation and on-

going harvest of the resulting dead crees,

7 In general forest manggement, we urge the wtillcatlion

ot various means of slash disposal to present g cleancr,

more pest-free, and less fire-hazardous forest. Thls !
would also reduce the need for extensive visual corrlders. '

8. We realize the best plan ls no pood without a budget

tor carrylng it out, and thaf most Intensive management
practices carry « hligh price tag. Do we know ut what level
the National Forest operation will be funded? Is there

a possibility that some intensive managemenlt practices could
help pay for themselives?

Thank you for this cpportunity to comment on the
proposed Malheur Matlonal Forest plan.

\:fw&ﬂﬂ,&_

Lorene Allen, County Judge

£.

Calvin Clark, Counly Coumlsslioner

ce: Congressional) delegation



County Court for Harney County

P.0.BOX 1147
BURNS, OREGON 97720

Decembec 11, 1987

forest Supervisor
Malheur National Forest
139 Dayton Street
Jehn Day., COregon 97845

Dear Sir.

The Harney County Court appreciates the opportunity to comment on
the draft environmental impact statement for the proposed Land
and Resource Management Plan for the Malheur Hational Forest.

Harney County 15 opposed to Alternative F, the Forest Service
preferred alternative.

Harney County does not have a single preferred alternative. but
would apprec:iate Yyour consideration of 1ncorporating the
folloving thoughts in your f£inal EIS:

1. Wwe belleve that Ponderosa Pine production 15 essential
te the economic future of Harney County. That Ponderosa Pine 1s
the product that gives us a competitive edge an the lumber market
both in times of housing booms and housing busts.

2. That the plan's decision to perm:t Ponderosga Pine sites
to be converted to associated species 185 an unuise decision.

3. Emphasize the management of the Forest for the production
of Ponderosa Pine on sustarned yield basis. This would maximize
community stability by providing an even flow of high wvalue
ponderosa Pine that would maintain 30bs and revenues to countles
and schools on a long-term basis. This could mean managing the
Forest for Ponderosa Pine in the 20 to 22 inch drameter range.

4. Maintain timber sales at a sustained yield level by
continuing the selective legging of 1ndividually marked trees.

5. Eliminate clear cutting except in the non-Ponderosa
areas vhere clear cutting 1s the preferred practice.

6. Manage the Forest for uneven {(multiage} timber stands.
7. Harney Counkty gquestions whether the Forest Secvice has

adequately addressad the increased economic value of a quality
Ponderosa Pine log. We bel:ieve that a separate study of the

Forest Supervisor Page 2
Malheur Nat:ional Forest

valve of Ponderosa Pine should be conducted instead of lumping it
tn with «ll other species.

8. Harpney County questions the validity of the increase an
employment levels an the EIS.

9. Harcney County 15 opposed to the plan's proposal to
pecmit big game numbers to almost double This would not only
reduce the forage on the Forest bnt wonld cesult in increased
pressure on adjacent private lands where the animals spend a part
of each year.

10. Harney <County 1is concerned that the plan's policy of
1ncreased big game numbers would result in a decrease of AUM's.
If the Forest can sustain increased forage consumption, as you
suggest, we would then recommend that gcazing levels for domestac
livestock remaln at present levels.

1l. Consideration should be given for additional watec
development to permit utilization of forage that 1s unavailable
for use and divert some of the present pressure from ripar:ian
areas.

12. Maintain the present park-like old growth appearance
along most major travel routes.

13, Road closures should continue to be used as a wildlife
management tool.

14, Retain the necessary land allocation for timber
production that would <continue to sustain Ponderosa Pine
production at or near present allowable cut levels.

15. Timber growth should continue to be measured on a board
foot unit instead of a cubic fook uaic. The cubic foot growth
measurement could give the false :impression that we are growing
an adequate amount of timber when in reality all ve are producing
1s fiber and have lost our abil:ity to produce timber that will
provide a high-guality board.

16. Raiparian areas should be subject to enhanced mapnagement
technigues that will permit continued AUM and timber production
vhile protecting the rcresource and providing for fish, wildlife
and scenic benefits.

17. Eliminate the consideration of additions to wilderness
and special set aside areas that are in fact mini~wilderness
areas. Pcoper consideration for wilderness in the Malheur Forest
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was accomplished by the Oregon Wilderness Act and there 1s no

justification to attempt to modify the Act by management
planning.

1s8. Concern that the proposed slash management policy of
letting slash lay on the ground will result 1in increased insect
and digease problems, make cow movement difficult, reduce the
AUM's of forage and will have serious visual impacts.

19. Concern that the proposel ripasian management policy
could drastically effect individual ranchers, perhaps even to the
point of forcing them out of business.

20, Increase the emphasis on kthe salvage of dead and dying
trees on a timely basis to ensure that they are harvested while
they are gtill i1n a marketable condition.

In summary, Harney County supports a multiaged forest managed on
a sustained yield basis that emphasizes the continued production
of quality Ponderosa Pine that will permit an allowable cut that
will maintain the countiea' work force and stabilize the economic
return to the county for now and for the future. We believe that
by considering our comments and recommendations and with the
Farest Service's expertise that a plan can be developed that will
protect our economic¢ base and still provide for the amenities
that cause most of us to live here.

1 appreciate very much the efforts of Burns District Ranger Hal
Beamer and the Malheur Forest's planning staff to review and
explain the plan to the Court. It was very informational and
helpful and made the plan more understandable. They are to be
commended for the professional mannetr in which they presented and
explained the planning process,

Please feel free Lo centact me 1f you have any guestions or 1f I
can expand on any of our thoughts.

Sincerely,

e Lkl

Dale White
Harney County Judge

DW:ed

cc: K. Norman Johnson
Federal Plan Coord:inator

City of Prairie City
P.0 Box 577
Praine City. Qregon 97869
Phone {503) 820 3005

October 7, 1987

Malheur National Forest Supervisor
139 N.E. Dayton
John Day, Oregon 97845

pDear Sir:

Members of the Prairie City Council have attended

several of the information programs on the Malheur
Forest Plan (Alternative F). They have expressed

concern that Dixie Creek Drainage 1s not listed

as a Municapal watershed.

The Prairie City Council would like to go on record

as requesting that the Dixae Creck Drainage ho con-—
sidered as a primary watershed for the City of Prairie
City.

We are now in the process of expanding and improving
our water source on Dixie Creek.

Thank you for your consideration.

sSyncercly,

ponald LY ‘Parker, Mayor
Cirty of Prairie City, Oregon

cc: Long Creek Ranger,
Long Creek Distract



